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William T. Moore to be postmaster at Leslie, Ark., in place of
William T. Moore. Incumbent's commission expired April 28,
1012,

Owen J. Owen, jr., to be postmaster at Conway, Ark., In
place of Owen J. Owen, jr. Incumbent’s commission expires
May 23, 1012,

Fidelles B. Schooley to be postmaster at England, Ark., in
place of Fidelles B, Schooley. Incumbent's commission expired
April 28, 1912.

J. A. Steele to be postmaster at Lewisville, Ark., in place of
J. A. Steele, Incumbent's commission expired April 28, 1912,

Mattie C. De Vaughan to be postmaster at Waldo, Ark., in
place of Mattie C. De Vaughan. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pired April 28, 1912,

CALIFORNTA.

Ernest L. Blanck to be postmaster at Fellows, Cal,, in place
of Harry J. Lawton, resigned.

Clarence Edwin Kendrick to be postmaster at Barstow, Cal,
in place of Clarence Edwin Kendrick. Incumbent's commission
expires May 26, 1912,

Harry E. Meyers to be postmaster at Yuba City, Cal., in place

- of Harry E. Meyers. Incumbent’s commission expires May 26,
1912,
FLORIDA,

Morgan E, Jones to be postmaster at Miami, Fla., in place of
Harry C. Budge. Incumbent’s commission expired February 11,
1912,

GEORGIA.

Charles D. O'Kelley to be postmaster at Grantville, Ga., in
place of Charles D. O’'Kelley. Incumbent's commission expires
May 23,1912, ;

i ILLINOIS.

Winfield 8. Pinnell to be postmaster at Kansas, Ill, in place
of Winfield 8. Pinnell. Incumbent's commission expired De-
cember 11, 1911,

INDIANA.

John W, Foland to be postmaster at Frankton, Ind., in place
of John Sharp, resigned.

KANBAS.

George W. Rains to be postmaster at Galena, Kans., in place
of Charles L. Rains, deceased.

MICHIGAN.,

John C. Corkins to be postmaster at Cass City, Mich,, in
place of Henry 8. Wickware. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 14, 1912.

MINNESOTA.

Frank I. Walker to be postmaster at Alden, Minn., in place
of Amy R. Walker. Incumbent’s commission expired March
20, 1912.

MISSISSIFPL

Maleolm 8. Graham to be postmaster at Forest, Miss, in
place of Malcolm 8. Graham. Incumbent’s commission expired
March 6, 1912.

Sidney M. Jordan to be postmaster at Louisville, Miss., in
place of Sidney M. Jordan. Incumbent’s commission expires
May 27, 1912,

Lewis M. Joyner to be postmaster at Agricultural College,
Miss,, in place of Lewis M. Joyner. Incumbent's commission
expired April 28, 1912,

Andrew M. Patterson, jr., to be postmaster at Como, Miss.,
in place of Joe C. Craig, resigned.

MISSOURL,

Percy P. Hummel to be postmaster at Laddonia, Mo., in place
of Percy P. Hummel. Incumbent’s commission expires May 15,
1912

John M. Mathes to be postmaster at Aurora, Mo., in place of
Isaac V. McPherson. Incumbent's commission expires May 15,
1012,

Philip G. Wild to be postmaster at Spickard, Mo., in place of
Philip G. Wild. Incumbent’s commission expires May 22, 1912,

NEW JERSEY.

Theodore 8. Moore to be postmaster at Stockton, N. J., in
place of Theodore 8. Moore. Incumbent's commission expired
May 11, 1912,

NEW YORK.

Warren W. Ames to be postmaster at De Ruyter, N. Y., in
place of Huet RR. Root, deceased.

Albert Weed to be postmaster at Ticonderoga, N. Y., in place
of Albert Weed. Incumbent's commission expired May 4, 1912.
OKLAHOMA.

Joel E. Cunningham to be postmaster at Konawa, Okla., in
place of Joel E. Cunningham. Incumbent’'s commission expires
May 26, 1912, r

PENNSYLVANIA,
Fred V. Balch to be postmaster at Galeton, Pa., in place of
Fred V. Balch. Incumbent’s commission expires May 26, 1912
Harry 8. Noblet to be postmaster at Halifax, Pa., in place of
Newton E. Noblet, deceased.

- CONFIRMATIONS.
Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate May 15, 1912.
CoLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS,

John Bourne to be collector of customs for the district of
Dunkirk, in the State of New York.

POSTMASTERS.
MICHIGAN.
David L. Powers, Jonesville,
NEW YORK.
Frank E. Colburn, Medina.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WebNespay, May 15, 1912.

The House met at 12 o'clock m., and was called to order by
the Speaker, who took the chair amid general appluuse.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Our Father in heaven, in whom is all wisdom, power, and
goodness, bear with our infirmities, pardon our shortcomings,
be gracious near to us, and guide our wandering footsteps
into paths of purity and good will, that we may be profitable
servants unto Thee and unto our fellow men, now and always,
in the spirit of the Lord Jesus Christ. Amen,

ADDRESS OF HON. WILLIAM (. REDFIELD (H. DOC. XO, 75S).

Mr. THAYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
there be printed in the Recorp the address of the Hon. WriLLIAM
C. ReorierD on the “ Progress of Japanese Industry,” delivered
last fall before the Japanese conference at Clark University,
at Worcester, Mass.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
THAYER] asks unanimous consent to print in the CoxcrEs-
STIONAL Recorp a speech made by Mr. Reprierp last fall before
the Japanese conference at Worcester, Mass. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, T
would like to ask the question whether or not this goes info the
subject of the admission of Japanese into the United States
and allowing them to become citizens of the United States?

Mr. THAYER. Not at all.

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I
would like to suggest to the gentlemen who ask unanimous con-
sent at this time in the meeting of the House to print in the
Recorp, that if they do so it be not in the ordinary course of
proceedings, but in the part devoted to speeches held ount of the
Recorp. For instance, yesterday the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Raxer] inserted in the REcorp a speech, to which
no one had any objection, but it interferes with those gentle-
men who examine the Recorp daily to have such speeches come
in the current proceedings of the House.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr, MANN. I will

Mr. RAKER. I will say to the gentleman that I think he is
right, and I would have no objection to having that printed at
the end of the proceedings, and I think this ought to be printed
in that way. :

Mr. THAYER. I have no objection to the suggestion of the
genfleman from Illinois [Mr. MaNN].

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentleman why
it would not be better to have this printed as a House docu-
ment? That would be in a form convenient for circulation. It
is ndt in any sense a part of the proceedings of the House,
That is the way outside speeches are printed in the Senate,
and I would suggest the gentleman modify his request and
ask that it be printed as a House document.

Mr. THAYER. I have no objection to that. I will amend
my request.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Traver] modifies his request and asks that the speech of Mr,
RepFIELD be printed as a House document. Is there objec-
tion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears no objection.

EXTERMINATION OF RODENTS.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, on March 12, 1012, the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union had under con-
sideration the Agriculture bill (JL. R. 18960), and at that time I
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made a motion to amend the bill by putting on an amendment
calling for an appropriation for the extermination of ground
squirrels and rodents affected by the bubonic plague. The Sen-
ate has considered the bill. I now have a full statement from
the department showing the necessity of such appropriation,
written for the benefit of the House, and I ask that I have
unanimous consent to print the statement from the Treasury
Department in regard to the matter.

Mr. MANN. I hope the gentleman will print it in the same
wiy.

Mr. RAKER. I have no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California {Mr. RAKER]?

There was no objection.

The statement referred to is as follows:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
Washington, May 15, 1912,
Hon. JouN E. RAKER,
House of Reprcsentatives.

Dean Sir: In accordance with your request, there is forwarded here-
with a memorandum prepared by the Surgeon General of the Public
Health and Marine-Hospital Service, relative to the necessity for the
destruction of ground squirrels on Federal publie lands in California, to
prevent the spread of bubonic plague.

R. 0. BAILEY,

Respectfully,
E 4 Assistant Secretary.

AfAY 13, 1912,

Memorandum relative to the necessity for the destruction of ground
squirrels on Federal public lands in California.

The present outbreak of bubonic plague in California was discovered
in 1907, and during that year the infection was also found among
ground squirrels in rural districts. As a result of the cooperation be-
tween the Paoblic Health and Marine-Hospital Bervice and State and
municipal health aunthorities the disease has been eradicated from cities

in that State. The Infection still prevalls, however, among ground
gquirrels in rural districts.
The antiplague operations included the destruction of known foei

of infection, the determination of the extent of the infection within
the State, and general sguirrel eradication. As a result of these
efforts, there was established a squirrel-free zone around the cities of
Ban Francisco, Oakland, Alameda, and Berkeley and ﬂclnis, and the
area of plague infection in counties of the State diminished. During
the ﬁscaF year 1911 plague infection was eradicated from 4 counties,
leaving 7 counties infected out of a total of 45 counties in which anti-
plague operations have been conducted.

In the above operations the State and county authorities took an
active part. In the fall and winter of 1910 the State board of health
issued a circular letter to county boards of supervisors, cal their
attention to a State law entitled “An act for the extermination of
rodents,” and requested their cooperation in the enforcementof the same,
The medical officer representing the Public Health and Marine-Hospital
Bervice visited the countles Interested and addressed the supervisors
on the importance of controlling the infection, and offered eral ald
if the boards would join in a general movement for the eradication of
ground squirrels.

The county boards of supervisors adopted resolutions urging property
holders to immediately take measures to destroy all rodents found upon
their premises, and requested the detail of experienced Federal inspectors
to assist the board in exterminating rodents. Inspectors were appointed
by the countr for duty in connection with the enforcement of the law
and Federal inspectors were assigned to supervise the work.

The farmers generally have taken a great interest in the work, de-
voting much time and money in squirrel lm::u:lmgl and eradleation.
There is record of the destruction during the fiscal year of 128,125
fround squirrels, 124,265 havi.ng been examined in the Federal plague
aboratory In San Francisco and 55 found to be ed?lm& infected. The
total slaughter of ground squirrels was undoubtedly very much greater
than the nbove figures indlcate, but many of the animals could not
be recovered for purposes of bacteriological examination, poisoning
having been largely used for the purpose of destruction. :

The act of the California Legislature dated March 13. 1909, and
entitled “An act for the extermination of rodents,” provides that all
persons owning or controlling lands in which rodents are found shall
Eroceed in good faith to exterminate them. Private property owners

ave been very active in this matter, but difficulties have arisen in con-
nection with infested Federal lands. Private owners find that It is both
a waste of time and money to attempt to exterminate squirrels on
lands adjoining lands of national parks and forest reserves. These

ssesslons of the National Government are alive with rodents. Dur-
ng certain seasons ground squirrels migrate in large numbers from
them to the ranches and farms in the lower valley. In view of this
fact, the farmers In certain localities have refused to undertake to
attempt to eradicate rodents on thelr premises until some eradicative
work has also been undertaken on unoccupied portions of the public
domain in that vicinity.

In April, 1911, Insgectors appointed by the supervisors of Tulare
County reported that the larger portion of the public lands in California
was infested with ground sqlulrrels, and stated that the farmers and
ranchers could not comply with the act above mentioned on account of
the fact that the Government lands adjoining private lands served for
breedqu places for ground squirrels, and that squirrels migrated from
gub[ic ands to the private lands adjoining. This was followed later

y resolutions passed by county boards of supervisors, which reiterated
the above statement and requested the cooperation of the Departments
of the Interior and Agriculture in the extermination of rodents on
lands under their respective jurisdictions. Upon the receipt of the in-
formation above outlined from the officer of the Public Health and
Marine-Hospital Service In charge of antiplague measures in Califor-
nin, the Secretary of the Treasury addressed letters to the Secretaries
of Agriculture and Interior, ontlining the situation and uesting their
cooperation to the extent of causing the destruction of squirrels on land
under their control. Letters were received from the Secretaries of both
departments which stated, in effect, that Instructions would be sent to
the officers in charge of forest reserves and national parks to cooperate
E’ tfl:in work, so far as autherity in law and appropriations would per-

The facilities for such work by those departments have evidently been
inadequate, and provision should be made to enable them to eradicate
ground squirrels in the public domain coincident with the eradicative
measures on private lands adjolning.

The occurrences and continuance of plague among ground squirrels
in the rural districts of California is a distinet menace, not only to
the urban districts of California, but to other States and Territories in
the Union. While the disease can be controlled and eradicated from
cities in California and elsewhere, constant danger of reinfection from
infected rural districts exists. Commendable p has been made
in lessening the area of infection in counties of California. The work
must be continued by all parties, and sufficient apl:mprlatlons should
be provided for the Federal Government to free its own lands from
infection, and to aid State and municipal authorities in eradicating the
infection from the State generally, The problem is not only local, but
national, and what may appear to-day to be a local infection Is likely
to spread and become a menace to public health and interstate com-
merce. X

REPRINT OF BILL.

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
print 25,000 more copies of the bill H. R. No. 1. I am just in-
formed that the supply is entirely exhausted.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to a

question?
Mr. SHERWOOD. Yes.
Mr. RAKER. I have been unable to get any of these bills.

I am informed they are all exhausted. Will not the gentleman
modify his request and make the number of copies 50,000, so
that some of us might get some of these bills to send out?

Mr. SHERWOOD. All right,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SHEERWO0OD]
asks unanimous consent to have 50,000 copies of House bill
No. 1 printed.

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman certainly does not want the bill printed.

Mr. RUSSELL. He wants the law printed.

Mr. RAKER. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Ohio yield to the
gentleman from California?

Mr. SHERWOOD. I do.

Mr. RAKER. I have made an inquiry and I find that they
are all exhausted in the document room.

Mr. MANN. And yet 30,000 copies have already been printed.

Mr. RAKER. Yes; but they are all exhausted.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SHERWO0OD]
asks unanimous consent that 50,000 copies of the mew pension
law be printed.

Mr. MANN. Still reserving the right.to object, I would like
to ask the gentleman a question. As I understand, the Pension
Office is getting out an application blank, and I think when the
age pension bill was passed before, the application blank was
printed on one side and the law on the other side. :

Mr. RUSSELL. It is so done now. I have seen the blanks.
I have got some of the blanks.

Mr. MANN. Now, it seems to me that it is desirable to have
the application blanks printed in connection with the law. If
that can be done I shall not make objection to the request of
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. RUSSELL, The blanks are already printed or being

printed.

Mr. MANN. Are they being printed in such numbers as the
gentleman wants?

Mr. LANGLEY. I think they should be apportioned among

the Members so that each Member may have his pro rata share.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right
to object, I would like to know where these 30,000 copies that
are spoken of have gone. I have not got any.

Mr. LANGLEY. Nor I

Mr. MANN. Then you are not active.
by going after them in time.

Mr. RAKER. I want to say to the gentleman that the first
ones at the document room gets those.

Mr. LANGLEY. I suggest to the gentleman from Ohio that
they be apporfioned pro rata among the Members.

Mr. SHERWOOD. But a hundred Members do not want any.

Mr. LANGLEY. Then let them turn them over to those who
do want them.

Mr. MANN. We can afford to print as many as are desired.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SHERWOOD]
asks unanimous consent that 50,000 copies of the pension law
founded upon bill No. 1 of the House be printed.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Mr. Speaker, I object, unless
it is provided that they shall be distributed pro rata.

Mr, HAMLIN. And deposited in the folding room and dis-
tributed from there.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Yes; distributed pro rata
through the folding room.

Mr. SHERWOOD. The difficulty about that is that a hundred
Members do not want any.

You could get them
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Mr., MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. The people who want them
should not be allowed to go and grab them up in the first in-
stance and get them all, as they have done in the case of the
30,000 which were printed heretofore.

My, MANN. Let me suggest to the gentleman from New York
that this is a very short law and very likely, on being sent out,
the copies would not be sent out in large envelopes through the
folding room as conveniently as through the Members in a small
envelope under a frank. It is a great deal easier {o send them
out under a Member's frank in an envelope than under a frank
slip through the folding room.

Mr., HAMLIN. But if they are in the folding room Members
can send there and get them.

Mr. MANN. As soon as the application blank is-available
with the law printed on the back Members will not want the
law by itself, but they will want the application blank with the
law printed on the other side.

Mr, MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. They ought to be distributed
through the folding room, so that we can all get our share of
them. 3

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Ohio
yield? :

Mr. SHERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. Could not the gentleman make the request that
50,000 copies of this law be printed upon the back of the appli-
cation that has already been approved by the Pension Bureau?

Mr. SHERWOOD. They have already been printed.

Mr. RAKER. If you print your 50,000 blanks and print the
law on the back, you will not have to print the law separately.
You save printing 50,000 copies of the law. You might just as

well print the blanks and have the law on the back and have it | in

all done at once.

Mr. LANGLEY. That will save our going to the Pension
Office,

Mr. RAKER. It will save sending out two documents, It will
be cheaper for the Government, more convenient for us, and
handier for the pensioner to have the law right before him.

Mr. EDWARDS. What is the estimated cost per thousand of
printing these laws?

Mr, SHERWOOD. We have no estimate.

Mr. LANGLEY. It is merely nominal.

Mr. SHERWOOD. I have been requested by at least 20
Members to have 50,000 copies printed, and these requests have
been made in the last 24 hours. I have no estimates,

Mr. LANGLEY. "It will cost only a few dollars.

Mr. SHERWOOD. It will cost only a very small amount,

Mr. EDWARDS. I understand the cost is nominal.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman modify his request
about printing the law on one sgide and the blanks on the
other?

Mr. SHERWOOD. If they have not been printed already.

Mr, RUSSELL. They have been printed, and the law is
being printed on them now.

The SPEAKER. Is that the way it is being done now?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes,

The SPEAKER. Why not go on in that way, then?
+ Mr. RUSSELL. They .are printing them, anyhow;
think there ought to be some copies of the law, besides. Some
people want copies of the law who may not be entitled to the
blanks. (Public, No. 155.)

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous
consent to'print 50,000 copies of the pension law which was
based on House bill No. 1. Is there objeetion?

There was no objection.

LEAVE TO PRINT SPEECHES,

The SPEAKER. Until the Chair can communicate with the
Committee on Printing the Chair will ask gentlemen who have
leave to print speeches, or who get permission to have some-
body clse’s speeches printed in the Recomp, to act on the sug-
gestion of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MaxN], which is
eminently proper, and mark the speeches as they go to the
Printing Office, “Print this at the end of the proceedings.”
The gentleman from Illinois is right in the suggestion that to
print the speeches in the body of the proceedings has a tendency
to confusion. Members do not want to read these speeches
when they are hunting for something in particular.

FRIAR LANDS IN THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS.

This being Calendar Wednesday, the Speaker Inid before the
House the unfinished business coming over from last Wednes-
day, being the bill (H. R. 17756) to amend an act approved
July 1, 1902, entitled “An act temporarily to provide for the
administration of the affairs of civil government in the Philip-
pine Islands, and for other purposes.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask what is the
parliamentary status of the two amendments which were of-

but 1

fered, or rather which were read to be offered. If those amend-
ments are pending, I would like to be heard in opposition to
them. I understand that one of them is to be withdrawn, if it
is considered as pending, but I wish to know whether they are
before the House or have simply been read for the information
of the House,

The SPEAKER. The amendment of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, OrmsteEp] is pending. The amendment or
substitute ‘of the gentleman from Colorade [Mr. MARTIN] was
simply read for information as a part of his remarks, with the
statement that he intended to offer it, but the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. MarTix] has notified the Chair that he is going
to withdraw his amendment.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Spenker, I wish to say to
the Chair and to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoxEs] that
I think I shall withdraw my substitute, owing to the fact that it
goes to the public-land section of the organic law as well as the
friar lands; but I want to say now to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia that it is my intention to make a motion to recommit the
bill with instruections to strike out the amendment of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. OnmsTED] which was incorporated
in it en last Wednesday. I shall do that, if I get recognition,
in lieu of offering the substitute which I had read last Wednes-
day. -

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, upon an examination of the Recorp
I am somewhat in doubt as to just what the amendment is that
the €hair stated to be pending. I thought perhaps the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Ocmstep] might desire to change
or modify it in some respects,

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman rising to a parliamentary

quiry?

Mr. JONES. I suppose it is in the nature of a parliamentary
inquiry. The Recorp states, on page 6411, that the Clerk read
the amendment in these words:

Amend, page 2, llne 21, by Inserting, after the word “ holdings,” the

following : -

“And vided further, That every citizen of the United States sghall
be
to

rmitted to purchase land from the Philippine Government subject
e limitations and restrictions herein provided.”
And that the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. MarrIiN]
rose and said:

The ?gennemm might say, “This act as amended.” Would thgt

helﬁr?tewmm I have no objection to that. I have no objection to
changing it so that it will read : " This act as hereby amended.”

The SPRAKER pro tempore, Without objection, the change will. be
miql?:zm was no objection.

Now, as amended by adding the words “ this act as lereby
amended,” the last line of the amendment would read:

Subject to the limitations and restrictions herein provided this act as
hereby amended.

The amendment as thus amended is absolutely meaningless.

Mr, OLMSTED. If the gentleman from Virginia will permit,
the amendment as actnally effered by me appears on page 6076.
It is true, however, referring back to page 6072, that I had
agreed to modify it somewhat at the suggestion of certain
gentlemen, and now if there be no objection, I will modify the
amendment as printed on page 6076 by striking out the words
“ herein provided” and add in lien thereof the words *“in this
act as hereby amended.”

Mr. JONES. If the gentleman from Pennsylvania asks unani-
mous consent to make that modification, I shall have to object.

Mr. OLMSTED. I am quite content with the amendment
as it is.

Mr. JONES. My reason for effering the objection is this——

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not have to give any
reason for his objection.

Mr. OLMSTED. I will withdraw the request, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I sent an amendment to the
Clerk’s desk during the consideration of this bill and supposed
that it was pending, and I would like to ask whether or not the
amendment is pending?

The SPEAKER. It is not.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. T ask unanimous consent to offer
the amendment now and have it pending.

Mr. OLMSTED. I have no objection to the gentleman offer-
ing an amendment, but T would like to have mine disposed of
first.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Wiseongin will have the
right to offer an amendment after the other amendment is
disposed of.

The SPEAKER. Of course, and the Chair will recognize him,

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
inquiry.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I desire to have the Speaker refer
to my substitute, found on page 6083 of the REcorp, and state the
parliamentary status of that substitute. There has been some
question raised as to whether the substitute is actually pending.

The SPEAKER. The Journal Clerk informs the Chair that
the Journal shows that that amendment is pending and that a
point of order was reserved against it.

Mr, MARTIN of Colorado. That is my judgment of it.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will so hold if the Journal shows
it. The Recorp also shows the fact.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment offered by me be again reported.

The: SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 21, after the word “ holdings,” insert the following:
*And provided further, That every citizen of the United States shall

permitted to purchase lands from the Philippine Government, subject
to the limitations and restrictions herein provided.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call attention to the
fact that the Clerk has not read all of the am&dment. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania accepted as an addition to that
amendment these words, “ In this act as hereby amended,” and
the Speaker declared that inasmuch as there was no objection
the change would be made. That is found on page 6072. I
desire that the amendment as it is now before the House shall
be read.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, T asked, as is found on page
6072 of the Recorp, to have the amendment read for informa-
tion. I did mot offer it at all, but I did agree that I would be
willing to accept the change suggested; but when I offered the
amendment I offered it as it now appears on page 6076 and in
the exact form in which it there appears.

The SPEAKER. What is the point that the gentleman from
Virginia makes?

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, the point I make is this, that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrusTteED] offered an amend-
ment in the precise language as read by the Clerk. The Rec-
orD is very clear upon the subject. A suggestion was made that
that amendment should be amended. The Chair will find on
page ‘6072 of the Recorp what took place, and the amendment
as modified by the suggestion of the gentleman——

The SPEAKER. Where is the gentleman reading?

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I am reading from the last col-
umn on page 6072 of the Recorp of May 8, 1912, I will read
what took place:

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. RUcCkER in the chair). The Clerk will
report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

*“ Page 2, line 21, after the word ‘ holdings.” Insert:

“And provided further, That in the sale of lands by the Philippine
Government there shall be no restriction, limitation, or discrimination
against any citizen of the United States.””

Mr. OLmsTED. Without objection, I would change that amendment to
an amendment in the form of the one which I send to the Clerk's desk.

The SPEAKER pro tem?ore. The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

: l'l‘Amlf]nd. page 2, line 21, by inserting after the word ‘ holdings' the
ollowing :

Sk | mf provided further, That every citizen of the United States shall
be Perm[tted to purchase land from the Philipiplue Government subject
to the limitations and restrictions herein provided."”

Mr. Joxes. I understand what the object is, but your amendment
gays that any ecitizen of the United States shail be permitted to buy
any of the public lands of the Philippine Islands, and that would in-
clude’ the so-called public lands subject to the limitations and restric-
tions of this act.

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes.

Mr. JoxEs. It occurred to me that it
the restrictions and limitations of this
which this bill wonld amend?
bu?lr. OLMsTED. Surely. And the act as it would be amended by this

Mr. MarTIN of Bouth Dakota. The gentleman might say, * This act
as_amended.” Would that help it? W .

Mr. OuMsTED. I have no objection to that. I have no objection to

%ossibly might mean subject to
ill, but you refer to the act

changing it so that it will read : * This act as hereby amended.”
'ﬁhe PEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the change will be
made.

There was no objection. ’

The SPEAKER. The Chair will suggest that a simple way
out of this snarl is for the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OLusTED] to withdraw his amendment, which he has an abso-
lute right to do, and then to offer the amendment in the shape
he wants it.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I would suggest to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania that it seems to me the simplest way
would be for him to offer a substitute for his own amendment.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I was just preparing a sub-
stitute, which I desire to offer.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers a
subsf-it-tute for the pending amendment, which the Clerk will
repo

The Clerk read as follows:
wﬂsrggstitutc: Page 2, line 21, after the word * holdings,” insert the

“And provided further, That any citizen of the United States shall
be permitred to purchase lands from the Philippine Government, sub-
ject to the limitations of this act, as hereby amended.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
the substitute is not germane to the bill before the House.

Mr. OLMSTED. I supposed that was the point which the
gentleman was trying to make. Mr. Speaker, the amendment
I did offer was made without any point of order being made
against it, and this being a substitute, the substitute is ger-
mane to the amendment and therefore is in order.

The SPEAKER. The point of order of the gentleman from
Virginia is overruled.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I desire to be heard for a mo-
ment on the point of order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I wish to say in the first place
that when this amendment was offered it was my understand-
ing, and I think it was the understanding of the House, that it
was simply read for the information of the House, as was the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Mag-
TiN]. If that had not been my impression at that time, I would
most assuredly have made the point of order that the amend-
ment was not germane. It was because I regarded the amend-
ment as simply read for the information of the House and that
it was not before the House that I did not make the point of
order.

In support of my contention, I wish to-say that if this amend-
ment had been before this House for its action the only busi-
ness which the House could have fransacted would have been
its disposition. No effort was made to dispose of the amend-
ment at all. The Chair recognized different gentlemen, the
gentleman from Coloradé [Mr. MarTIN] among others, the
Chair stating specifically that he recognized the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. MarTIN] to speak upon the merits of the bill, and
not upon the amendment. Mr. Speaker, under these circum-
stances I did not at that time make the point that this amend-
ment was not germane,

Another point, Mr. Speaker, to which I desire to call atten-
tion is this. If I understand the rules of the House, amend-
ments are not in order in the House until bills are read a second
time.

This bill, as I understand it, has not been read a second
time for amendment, and therefore——

The SPEAKER. The rule of the House is this: That under
the situation that this bill is in a Member can offer an amend-
ment to any part of it at any time that he ean get recognition
from the Chair, and the House can either vote on the amend-
ment then or take time to discuss it. When the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. MaRTIN] arose to address the Chair, the
Chair does not remember whether he asked to make a speech
on the bill or on the amendment; but it does not make a par-
ticle of difference.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, let me call the attention of the
Chair to what the Chair did do at that time. On page 6076,
middle of the page, first column, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. OLamsTED] said:

Mr. Speaker, I now offer again and desire to be heard on the amend-
ment which was read ‘some time ago and which is considered pending.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr., QLMSTED]. ;

Then the Clerk read the amendment. At the bottom of the
page the gentleman from Pennsylvania took the floor, and my
colleague from Illinois [Mr. FowrLerR] made the point of order
that the genfleman from Pennsylvania was not entitled to the
floor. The Speaker decided:

But the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMsTED] has offered an
amendment, and he has the right to an hour on the amendment.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman let me ask him this
question?

Mr. MANN. Certainly.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman read until he reached the

amendment, but he did not read the amendment. Now, I want
to ask him to read the amendment and to say whether or not
it is the amendment swhich was before the House. I submit it
is not the amendment which was before the House; that it is
another amendment.

Mr. MANN. That may be, but that is pending and has not
been disposed of.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman’s amendment which you have
before you is not the amendment -

Mr. MANN. Oh, well, whether it is correctly printed in the
Recorp or not does not matter.

Mr. JONES. It is not a question of whether it is correctly
printed in the Recorp, but it is not the amendment at all
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Mr. MANN. An amendment was offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, and he was recognized by the Speaker
for an hour on that amendment. Now, whether the amendment
is correctly printed in the Recorp or not dees mot make any
difference. The Clerk at the desk has the amendment and the
amendment has not been disposed of.

The SPEAKER. The parliamentary situation is that the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes] did not raise any point
of order against it. Nobody else raised a point of order. Now
it is too late, in the opinion of the Chair, unless the gentleman
from Virginia wants to be heard still further, to raise the
point of order against this substitute, because it has been
decided time and time again that if a proposition, which would
have been subject fo a point of order as not germane, is left
in o bill or left pending without any point of order being made
against it, it is subject to any amendment germane to the
proposition itself even though such amendment to the amend-
ment would not have been germane to the bill itself or to any
part thereof. Of course the same rule applies to a substitute.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, a parlinmentary

inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. The point of
order of the gentleman from Virginia is overruled.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, in order to make
the ruling of the Speaker perfectly clear, and particularly
with reference to its effect on other pending amendments, I
shall ask a question and ask the Chair to consider for a
moment before answering the question in order to make a
brief statement. I want to ask whether the Chair permitted
the gentleman from Pennsylvania to offer his substitute as
germane to the pending bill or as a substitute fo the pending
amendment to which the point of order was not raised? Now,
in explanation of that question I will say to the Chair that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania is in the inconsistent position
of having raised the peint of order against my substitute upon
the ground it was not germane to the pending bill.

Mr, MANN. He did not offer it——

Mr. MARTIN of Ceolorado. And yet the gentleman offers a
substitute which goes to identically the ‘same subject matter;
that is to say, to the public lands, o called, in the Philippine
Islands. Section 15 of the organic law of the Philippine Islands
related only to the public domain acquired from Spain. Section
60 relates to the friar lands. The gentleman has offered a sub-
stitute for his amendment which is not confined merely to the
friar lands, but goes as well to the public domain, authorizing
citizens of the United States to acquire not only friar lands, but
public lands. Now, my substitute goes to the same iands, but
instead of authorizing their aequisition, as his does, my substi-
tute forbids their acquisition, so the principle invelved weuld be
identically the same. Now, it was for that reason I asked the
Chair the question, whether he is permitting the substitute of
the gentleman on the ground that it is germane to the bill or on

the ground that it is germane to a nongermane amendment |

against which the point of order was not raised at the time.

The SPEAKER. If the Chair permits it at all, he is permit-
ting it on the latter ground stated by the gentleman—that the
original amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. OrLmsTED] was permitted to get into the position of advan-
tage by nobody raising the peint. The Chair is not deciding,
and he is not required to decide, and he is not going fo decide,
under the circumstances, whether or not a point of drder would
have been good agginst the original amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, because the proceedings have
passed that stage.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. So, then, the point of order raised
‘ngainst my substitute is not necessarily determined by the ruling
of the Chair upon the substitute of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not understand the gentleman.

Ar, MARTIN of Colorado. I say the point of order raised
against my substitute is not necessarily determined by.the ruling
of the Chair on the substitute of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. OLumsTED] ?

Mr. MANN. You never offered a substitute,

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. The Chair has decided that the
Journal and Recomp show that my substitute is ding. I do
not know whether I make myself clear to the r, although
it is clear to me. The Chair has permitted the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. OrumsTteEp] to offer his substitute for the
amendment which he already had pending, against which the
point of order could have been but was not raised.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has simply ruled—

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Now, I want to knmow whether
that goes to the point of order raised against my substitute.

The SPEAKHER. The Chair simply decided that the substi-
tute of the gentleman from Pennsylvania for his own amend-

ment could not be ruled out at this stage of the proceedings by
the point of order made by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Joxes] that the substitute is not germane to the bill.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I understand that.

The SPEAKER. That is all the Chair decided. If the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. Martin] has any other peint of
order to make, the Chair will hear that.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I understand now that the fate of
my substitute is still undetermined?

Mr. JONES. That is unquestionably true, Mr. Speaker, un-
Iesssl ghe gentleman has withdrawn it. The Chair has not passed
on

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask the gentleman from
Colorado a question, in order to get this matter straightened
out. Was the substitute of the gentleman from Colorado simply
a substitute for a particular section or was it offered as a sub-
stitute for the entire bill?

Mr. MARTIN of Celorado. It was offered as a substitute for
the entire bill.

The SPEAKER. And the point of order was reserved?

Mr, MARTEN of Colorado, Yes, sir. The point of order was
that my substitute was not germane to the subject matter of
the bill.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is of the opinion that the House
passing on that substitute of the gentleman from Pennsylvania
for his own amendment in no way affécts the status of the
substitute of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Martix] for
the whole bill.

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes, sir.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. That is what I wanted to make
clear. This is the situation it raises, namely, that the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrumsTtep] offered a nongermane
amendment——

The SPEAKER. Yes; and the House slept on its rights and
let it become a matter to be considered. The amendment he
now offers is germane to his amendment which he offered with-
out any point of order being made against it.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I desire to be heard on the merits
of the amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OrmsTED] is entitled to the floor if he wants it.

Mr. JONES. I may say to the Chair that the g'enﬂeman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Ormsyep] discussed this amendment for
an hour and then yielded the floor.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania discussed
his original amendment for an hour and then sat down without
making any motion whatever about this bill, and therefore it
swung back to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes]. But
it is a new amendment to the amendment. It is his propesition,
and he has a right to be heard on it first if he desires to be
heard.

Mr. OLMSTED. Upon which, Mr. Speaker, I desire to be
heard very briefly.

The amendment which T originally offered, or rather had read
for information, as printed on page 6411, was perfectly plain
to me, but the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes] and some
other gentleman thought it possible that it would not carry with
it the restrictions in the act of 1902 as amended by this bill,
So, to meet their desire, I proposed to change it so that instead
of saying “as herein provided,” it shall read, *the limitations
and restrictions of this act as hereby amended,” thus complying
with their request; but when the amendment was finally
offered, on page 6416 in the Recozrp, it was read in its original
form, and when this moming I asked unanimous consent to
change it, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxus] objected
for the purpose of raising a fine point, which did not prevail,

Now, the total object of this amendment which I have just
offered—this substitute—is to comply with their request and to
make it perfectly plain that if any citizen of the United States
buys land under this authority, he buys it subject to all fhe
restrictions of the act of 1902, as amended by the pending bill

The object of the amendment is that citizens of the United
States shall not be excluded, if they want fo buy 40 acres of
land in the Philippines. It seems to me that no man can
stand up and with any reason oppose such an amendment as
that. I think it is the law mnow, but the gentleman from
Virginia and some other gentlemen think that no citizen of
the United States ean buy land in the Philippines. If so, it is
an outrageous position—an outrageous position for us to be
placed in—and that situation ought to be changed; the sole
object of this amendment is to change it. We are limiting
here the amount to be purchased to 40 acres, What reason
ecan any man give why a citizen of the United States can mnot
buy 40 acres of land, if he has the money to pay for it, any-
where under the flag?
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That is all T desire to say, Mr. Speaker, and I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Crux-
PACKER], if he desires to take it.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not desire to speak on the amend-
ment, but I desire to speak on the bill.

Mr. OLMSTED., Then, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes]
is recognized.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, in order that the Housz may
clearly understand just what this amendment seeks to accom-
plish, I wish fo state that the bill before the House simply pro-
poses to amend seetion 65 of the organic act of the Philippine
Islands. Seetion 65 does not confain a single word relating to
the character of the persons who ean aequire public lands or
friar lands from the Philippine Government.

This amendment, to which a substitute is offerad, would have
been ruled out by the Chair without any question had the
point been made that it was not germane fo the matter em-
braced in this bill, and it is the consciousness of that fact which
prevented the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrnmsTED]
from withdrawing it and offering the amendment which-is em-
bodied in the substitute. The substitute is, in other words,
merely a subterfuge for the purpose of getting before this House
a proposition that is in no sense connected with or germane to
the matter embraced in the bill before the House.

The fifteenth section of the organie aet provides that the
publie lands of the Philippine Islands ean only be sold—mark
the words—*to actual occupants, settlers, and eother citizens
of the Philippine Islands.” The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. OnumsteEp] admits, as the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Manx] said on Wednesday last in offering this amendment,
that the law now is that these lands can not be sold to -others
than actual occupants, settlers, and other citizens of the Philip-
pine Islands; and therefore the object of the gentleman is not
to change the law, or any line of the law, embraced in section
65, but to amend section 15 of the organic act, which prohibits
the sale of any public lands to citizens of the United States.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania says that he desires merely
to make plain the language of section 15; that he thinks it is
already plain, but that I do net take the same view of it that
he does, and therefore he wants to make it plain.

Mr. Speaker, the language of this law is so plain that, in my
judgment, no intelligent man whe wants to construe it fairly
and honegtly can possibly be mistaken as to its meaning.
says that the public lands can only be sold to actual occupants,
settlers, and other citizens of the islands. To show that this
language was not inadvertently used, to make it perfectly plain
that the committee, of which the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. OrasteEDp] was a member when the organie law was before
this House, as well as the Senate committee having the bill in
charge, and the conferees on the bill understood perfectly the
meaning of this language, I call attention to the fact that there
is another section of this law which relates to mineral and
coal lands. That section provides that mineral and eoal lands
may be purchased by citizens of the Philippines and by citizens
of the United States; but no citizen of any foreign couniry
can buy an acre of mineral or coal lands in the Philippine
Islands. It was the purpose of the Committee on Insular Af-
fairs, it was the purpose of Congress in enacting this law, that
the agricultural lands should be held exelusively for occupancy
by Filipinos; but when the committee came to deal with the
mineral and coal lands it did not propose to exclude citizens
of the United States, and so the law provides that citizens of
the United States, as well as citizens of the Philippine Islands,
may purchase the mineral and coal lands.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. JONES. Yes.
Mr. MANN. Is it the opinion of the gentleman that under

the amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Ocmsrep], if adopted, Filipino citizens taking these lands
will have to be occupants in order to buy, but that American
citizens could buy without regard to occupancy?

Mr. JONES. I suppoese that to be the meaning and intent
of the amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.
However, the gentleman who offered it has not informed me as
to what he believes will be its effect.

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER. I recall the amendment that was offered by |

the geuntleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrusTeEp] and adopted
by the Hoyse a week ago, under which, it seems to me, the sub-
ject of the sale of lands in the Philippine Islands will be
iarﬂg;}{ ;egulnt;d by the Philippine Legislature hereafter. Am

It |

Mr. JONES. The gentleman is right as to the 125,000 acres
of friar lands; but, if the gentleman will pardon me, this amende
ment undertakes not to amend the bill which is pending before
the House, but an entirely different section of the organic law;
it undertakes to amend the fifteenth section and to permit any
eitizen of the United States to buy any of the publie agricul-
tural lands,

Now, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. .

OrxsrtEp] seems to think that it is most remarkable that I
should want to prevent citizens of the United States from
purchasing the agricultural public lands of the Philippine
Islands. I eall the gentleman’s attention to the fact—and I
have refreshed my memory by reading every word that .took
place when these sections were before the House 10 years ago—
that those whe participated in the debate which then took
place laid particular stress upon the fact the friar lands were
purchased in order to provide homesteads for Filipinos, and
that the purpose in limiting the disposition of the publie lands
was to effectually prevent their ownership and exploitation by
aliens. At that time I offered an amendment to section 16 of
the bill which, if adopted, would have prevented corporations
from aecquiring an acre of the friar lands and would have lim-
ited individuals to the acquisition of not more than 160 acres.
Roth the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OnusteEDp] and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Ceumpacker] voted against my
amendment.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. T will

Mr. MANN. Under the existing law if a eitizen of the United

States goes to the Philippine Islands in any capacity and de-'

sires to remain there and cultivate the soil, can he acquire any
portion of these lands by purchase?

Mr, JONES. A citizen of the United States?

Mr. MANN. Yes.

Mr. JONES. Under the law as it now stands I do not helieve
he legally ean, but I will say to the gentleman that the Philip-
pine Commission, or rather the interier department of the
Philippine Islands, under which these Iands are administered,
has never paid the slightest regard te the language under dis-
cussion. No diserimination has ever been made against eitizens
of the United States in the sale of public lands in the Philip-
pines.

. Mr. MANN. Not merely the friar lands?
Mr. JONES. I am speaking of the public lands.

Mr. MANN. Have citizens of the United States been able to

acquire land in 40-acre traets?

Mr., JONES. I think so. T know citizens of the United
States have bought friar lands, and I am quite certain that
they have acquired parts of the publie lands. But this I know
to be the ease, that the Philippine authorities have held that
they had a right to sell either the public lands or the friar
lands to any citizen of the United States, and that the language
which I have read did not preclude their doing so. There has
been no investigation as te this particular subject. The con-
gressional investigation which took place in the last Congress
related solely to the disposition of friar lands in large quantities.

Mr. MANN. That was a gquestion in reference to friar lands.

Mr. JONES. There is nothing before the House relating to
the public lands.

Mr. MANN. There is now.

Mr. JONES. Yes; there is since the gentleman from Ilinois
suggested to the gentleman from Pennsylvania a method by
which he might get it before the House.

Mr. MANN. I always give parliamentary advice to my side

of the House.

Mr. JONES. The proposition embodied in the amendment,
however, is not germane to the bill which the House is con-
sidering. It got before the House by a parliamentary device,

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrumstEp] says that
my contention is that citizens of the United States ean not pur-
chase public lands in the Philippines. He is correct in this
statement, but he also knows that every member of the minority,
of the Committee on Insular Affairs of the Sixty-first Congress,
with possibly two exceptions, teok exactly the same ground
that I now take. He also knows that three members of the
majority, namely, Messrs. Madison, of Kansas, Husearp, of
Towa, and Davis, of Minnesota, took precisely the same position,

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I want fo make a partial an«
swer to the question of the gentleman from Illinois with refer-
ence to the sale of public lands other than those of the Philip«
pine Islands. ©On page 204 of the hearings is a list of sales of
public lands to others than citizens of the Philippine Islands;
and I will say that they were not only citizens of the United
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States, but they were officials of the Philippine Government
and were officials in the land department of the Philippine
Government. On page 205 is a long list of leases of public
lands, leased for a period of 50 years at the minimum rental
allowed by law to citizens of the United States and to corpo-
rations organized by citizens of the United States, and that
the majority of the officials were citizens of the Philippine
_ Islands, including officials in the land department, the assistant
director of public lands, and that these-corporations were or-
ganized to develop and lease these public lands.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I am very much obliged to the
gentleman from Colorado for having furnished the specific in-
formation asked for by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Max~x]. I was quite sure that citizens of the United States
had actually purchased public lands, but my memory was not
sufficiently clear to enable me to make the positive statement.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, do I under-
stand the gentleman from Virginia to say that the Philippine
Commission has interpreted section 15 of the organic act as
not preventing a.sale of parts of the public domain to people
other than citizens of the Philippine Islands?

Mr. JONES. I am saying that identical thing.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Then, if the amendment
proposed by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrmsTED]
should be adopted, it would practically be a legislative indorse-
ment of that interpretation.

Mr, JONES. That is precisely what it will be, and that, in
my humble judgment, is the object which the gentleman from
Pennsylvania has in view. The gentleman says that he does
not agree with me, but his action in pressing this amendment
shows to my mind that he thinks there is a good deal more in
my contention than he is willing to admit; and the object of
this substitute is not only to confirm every illegal act of the
Secretary of the Interior and the director of public lands in
the Philippine Islands, so far as they relate to sales of lands
to citizens of the United States, but it will, if adopted, permit
the sale of every acre of the public lands in the Philippines,
which are the God-given inheritance of the Philippine people, to
citizens of the United States.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Then I do not understand how the
gentleman connects the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. OumsTED] with the other section of the
bill. It specifically refers to this section 65, which is the friar-
land section.

Mr. JONES. Yes; but it relates to all Government-owned
lands. Had it been confined in terms to the friar lands there
would have been no question as to its being germane.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I understand that part of it. It
geams to me that what he is seeking to amend is section 65.

Mr, JONES. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Onm-
stED] will be frank enough to tell the gentleman that he is
seeking by his amendment to repeal the language of section 15,
which confines the sales of public lands to actual occupants,
settlers, and other citizens of the Philippines. Has the gentle-
man the amendment before bim?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I have not.

Mr. JONES. Then I shall read it to the gentleman., The
amendment says, following the last word in the bill:

And provided further, That any citizen of the United States shall
ge permitted to purchase lands from the Philipslno Government subject
o the limitaticns and restrictions herein provided.

It will be seen that the language is “lands,” not *“ friar lands.”

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin, Of course the limitations herein
provided are 40 acres.

Mr. JONES. That is the construction which I have always
placed upon the present law, and I think the gentleman agrees
with me.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Then under the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania no American citi-
zen would be permitted to purchase more than 40 acres of any
land.

Mr. JONES. This may be true as to the public lands.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Then where is the danger in it
if that is true? If no American citizen can purchase more
than 40 acres, what is the danger? .

Mr, JONES. The gentleman is discussing the merits of the
proposition. In the first place, I do not believe that we onght
to change existing law in the Philippine Islands in this way.
This bill was introduced for the purpose of construing one sec-
tion of the law, and I do not think an attempt ought to be
made, even if it ean be done under the rules, to change one of
the most important provisions of another and a d!fferent sec-
tion which is not before the House except in so far as this

amendment brings it before it. This provision of the organic
law, or, rather, the whole act, was under consideration for five
or six days.

Mr. COOPER. It was considered for one week.

Mr. JONES. And these sections were discussed at great
length.

They were also discussed in the Senate at great length, and
the conference committee had charge of the bill for a number
of days, and it made a great many important changes in the
law. It can not, therefore, be contended that the language
which confines the sale of public lands to citizens of the Philip-
pines was placed in the law without dve consideration. Iis
meaning is certainly too clear and obvious to permit of any dis-
cussion. If this were not true, we would not now be consid-
ering this amendment.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask whether in the
discussion of the organic act in 1902, at the time of its passage,
there was any discussion of the proposition that citizens of the
United States should not acquire land in the Philippine Islands?

Mr. JONES. Not one word was said on the subject. The
language was so plain that nobody asked its meaning. There
was no mistaking that the purpose was to confine the sale of
agricultural lands to citizens of the Philippine Islands, but to
permit citizens of the United States to purchase mineral and
coal lands if they desired to do so.

Mr. OLMSTED. One more question. Is the gentleman op-
posed to allowing a citizen of the United States to buy 40 acres
of land in the Philippines?

Mr. JONES. I am opposed to it. I think the policy of pro-
hibiting the sale of the agricultural lands of the Philippines to
aliens is a wise one. But if we permitted aliens to purchase 40
acres they might, and doubtless would, through the agency of
dummies, secure a great deal more.

Mr. OLMSTED. The act prohibits that for five years.

Mr. JONES. For a certain length of time it does, but after
the expiration of that period the lands can be alienated.

Mr, MORSE of Wisconsin. Right at that point; will the
gentleman then not accept the amendment which I offer and
which will prevent that very thing?

Mr. JONES. I will say to my friend that if I believed his
amendment was constitutional, and if I believed it was wise to
adopt so radical a policy as he proposes, I would not oppose it.
I am as much opposed as is the gentleman to the exploitation
of the Philippines, but I can not believe that we ought to under-
take fo limit the quantity of land which one individual may ac-
quire from another individual. I am not willing to force a
policy of this kind upon the Filipinos when I would oppose the
same thing if attempted in the United States. The Govern-
ment can and should dispose of the publie lands in small bedies,
but it would be very unwise to say that no citizen shall own
more than a limited quantity of land. That would discourage
thrift and enterprise.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. Speaker—

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Virginia yleld to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. JACKsoN]?

Mr. JONES. I will.

Mr. JACKSON. If the gentleman is correct in his view that
the substitute of the gentlaman from Pennsylvania will ratify
and confirm all the sales made to citizens of the United States,
does not he also think that the gentleman's bill will ratify the
sale of the San Jose estate?

Mr. JONES. No; that does not follow at all.

Mr. JACKSON. Where is the difference?

AMr. JONES. The bill before the House simply says that here-
after there shall be no sales of friar lands in excess of the
limitations fixed in section 15. That is all. The gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. MarrTin] would like to see an amendment
adopted which would declare all sales made in, excess of the
limitations fixed in section 15 adopted, but he will not press
that amendment simply because he knows it is not germane to
this bill

It is thoroughly understood that unless this bill passes the
remainder of the friar lands will be disposed of without limita-
tion as to quantity. The Secretary of War and even fthe Presi-
dent have given us so to understand. Hence the urgent necessity
for the passage of this bill J

Mr. JACKSON. If the gentleman will permit, just a moment.
I am inclined to agree with the gentleman in his statement, but
it does seem to me, according to what the gentleman has said,
that the substitute of the amendment of the gentleman from
Colorado should be adopted. »

Mr. JONES. The gentleman from Colorado is going to with-
draw his amendment. There are a great many changes that I
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would like to see made in the organic law, but that is no reason
why this change should not be made now. We ean not ae-
complish everything at once. This bill was only designed to
aceomplish one thing, and gentlemen who favor it should not
insist that it does not cover many other provisions of the or-
ganie law that they would like to see changed. There are a
great many reforms whieh I would like to see adopted. The
Committee on Insular Affairs has reported a bill which is now
on the calendar which makes very radical changes in the gov-
ernment of the Philippine Islands. -

Mr. JACKSON. Why not report that bill?

Mr. JONES. That has been reported, and it would have
been called up on last Wednesday if the gentleman had not
united with others who engaged in a filibuster to prevent its
consideration.

Mr. JACKSON. I think the gentleman is mistaken about
anybedy filibustering. :

Mr. JONES. I am not, because the gentleman who led the
filibuster frankly admitted his purpose to_me. Had I agreed
not to call up the Philippine independenc% billy, much of the
oppesition to this bill would have disappeared.

Mr. JACKSON. That wounld not make this bill any better,
would it?

Mr. JONES. Those who oppose this bill, as well as those
who advocate it, agree that €Congress ought by affirmative action
declare its policy as to the disposition of the friar lands. How-
ever much we differ as to what that policy should be, we all
agree that the intention of Congress should be made clear and
definite, and that is all this bill seeks to accomplish. =

Mr. JACKSON. It must be plain to the gentleman, from what
he has already said to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OrasTED], that if we now pass an act which, as the gentleman
says, is meant to interpret the act which has already been
passed, that we greatly injure every chance the Philippine Gov-
ernment has to recover this San Jose estate.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman is entirely mistaken. He is too
good a lawyer to hold that if we put a stop to the sales of friar
lands in large quantities in the fufure we thereby in some
way make it more difficnlt to have those which have illegally
been made declared void. I can not appreciate the force of an
argument such as this -

Mr., JACKSON. Why not write something in your bill to
right the wrong. .

Mr. JONES. This bill does not undertake, as I have already
said, to right all the wrongs that have been committed in the
Philippine Islands. The wrongs of which the gentleman com-
plains will, in my judgment, have to be righted in the courts.
But however this may be, I for one am anxious to pass this
bill and thus put a stop to the sales of these lands.

Mr. OLMSTED. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes]
has stated that there are reports of Mr. Davis and Mr. Madi-
son covering his opposition in this matter. I wish to read
three lines from that report:

We believe that the amount that can be secured as a homestead
should be increased to 160 acres, and that citizens of the United States
not in the Philippine service should be gqualified entrymen.

Mr. JONES. Does that ehange my statement? I did not say
that Judge Madison thought the limit should not be increased.
I said that he declared that the law as it stands to-day forbids
the sale of public lands te citizens of the United States. If
the gentleman has the Madison report before him he knows
what I say is absolutely correet.

Mr. COOPER rose.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Jones] yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. CoorEr]?

Mr. JONES. I will, but I want to reserve most of my time.

Mr. COOPER. I want to say a word right there in the way
of an interruption.

Mr. JONES. Will not the gentleman speak in his ewn time?

Mr. COOPER. I was going to ask this question first: When
Judge Madison said that the hemestead area in the Philippine
Islands ought to be increased o 100 acres, do you not think that
he had forgotten that the testimeny ef Gov. Taft and of all the
other wiinesses was, and is, that T aere of that friar land is
worth from 3 to 4 acres of land here? The homestead area of
100 aeres would be the equivalent of 400 acres in this country.
I am opposed to that, and so everybedy else should be.

Mr. JONES. T will say that Judge Madison was not a mem-
ber of this committee and not a Member of Congress when the
organic law was considered. The geptleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. Coorer] is perfectly correet when he says that the then
governor of the Philippines stated that the Filipine eould
raise as much on 40 acres of his land as an American eould

. Iazise on & homestead of 160 acres in the United States.

As I have endeavored to make plain, this amendment does:

‘not seek to change anything in section 65. It is an attempt to

change the policy of Congress as set forth in seection 15, which
policy was and is that aliens shall not purchase the agricul-
tural public lands in the Philippines. Speaking from the stand-
point of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Onmsten], T
can see no pressing necessity for the adoption of his amend-
ment. The Philippine Commission places exaetly the construc-

‘tion he does on section 15, and they are selling the public lands
‘to citizens of the United States straight along, and nobody is

attempting to stop them. My construction of the law need nof,
therefore, disturb the gentleman,

There is: still another objection which I have fo this amend-
ment. It makes it obligatory upon the Philippine Government
to sell the public lands to any American who may desire them.
No matter how undesirable a citizen he may be his applica-
tion. can not be refused. He may have spent the greater part
of his life in prison for land frauds, and yet no application he
may make ean be refused. The amendment wonld have accom-
plished the purpose of the gentleman much better, I take if, if
it said that in the sale of the publi¢ lands no diserimination
shonld be made against American eitizens.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder of my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has used 40 minutes.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed bill of the following
title, in whicl the coneurrence of the House of Representatives
was requested:

8. 2530. An act granting to the city of Twin Falls, Idaho,
certain lands for reservoir purposes.

SI®TATE BILL REFERRED.

Under elause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’'s table and referred to its
appropriate committee, as indleated below:

S.2530. An act granting to the city of Twin Falls, Idaho,
certain lands for reservoir purposes; to the €ommittee on the
Public Lands:

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL.

Mr. CRAVENS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the following bills:

H. R.23407. An act authorizing the fiscal court of Pike
County, Ky., to construct a bridge across the Levisa Fork of.
the Big Sandy River;

H. R. 22301. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to convey fo the city of Uvalde, Tex., a certain strip of land;

H. R. 22343. An act to require supervising inspectors, Steam-
boat-Inspection Serviee, to. submit their annual reports at the
end of each fiscal year;

H, R. 12013. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to convey to the city of Corsicana, Tex., certain lands for alley
purposes;

H. R.13774. An act providing for the sale of the old post-
office property at Providence, R. I., by public auction;

H. R. 22731. An act to extend the time for the construction
of a dam across the Pend Oreille River, Wash.; -

H. R. 14083. An act to create a new division of the southern
indicial district of Texas and to provide for terms of court at
Corpus Christi, Tex., and for a clerk for said court, and for
other purposes: and

H. J. Res. 39. Proposing an amendment fo the Constitution
providing that Senators shall be elected by the people of the
several States.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. PADGETT, by unanimous consent, by direction of the
Committee on Naval Affairs, reported the bill (H. R. 245065)
making appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1913, and for other purposes, which was read
a first and second time, and, with the accompanying report (No.
T10), was ordered to be printed and referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to reserve all points of
order on the bill.

The SPEAKER. All points of order are reserved.

FRIAR LANDS IN THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS.
Mr. QUEZON. Mr. Speaker, it is with great diffidence that I

' partake in the debate of the amendment offered by the dis-

tinguished gentleman from Pemnsylvania [Mr. OrmsTED].

The United States acquired the public lands of the Philip-
pines by treaty of peace with Spain, concluded in December,
1808, In the act of Congress entitled “An act temperarily to




May 15,

6504 - CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

provide for the administration of civil affairs in the Philippine
Islands, and for other purposes,” it was provided in section 12:

That all the property and rights which may have been acquired in
the Philippine Islands Ey the United States under the treaty of peace
with Spaln, signed December 10, 1898, except such lands or other prop-
erty as shall be designated by the President of the United States for
milltary and other reservations of the Government of the United
States, are hereby placed under the control of the Government of said
Islands, to e administered for the benefit of the inhabitants thereof,
except as provided in this act,

Thus the public lands of the Philippines were turned over to
the Philippine Government to be administered for the benefit
of the Filipino people.

By the provisions of section 15 of the same act the grant or
sale and conveyance of these public lands by the Philippine
Government is restricted to actual occupants and settlers and
other citizens of the Philippine Islands, so that, no foreigner,
nor even an American citizen, residing therein, is permitted to
acquire any part or portion of said public lands. The object of
the amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, as he
stated it, is that citizens of the United States shall not be ex-
cluded if they want public lands in the Philippine Islands
subject to all the restrictions of the organic act.

Obviously, I am placed in a most delicate position. I can
not, in discussing this matter, ask the Government of the United
States not to give any portion of these lands to its own citizens,
But I can make, and I feel justified in making certain points,
leaving to the House the drawing of its own conclusions there-
from.

In the first place, Mr. Speaker, I wish to take exception to
the statement of the gentleman from Pennsylvania that it
would be an “outrageous” position for Congress to prohibit
citizens of the United States to acquire public lands in the
Philippines. I must say that I can not agree with the gentle-
man.

I believe that such a word as “ outrageous” is hardly proper
to qualify any action of Congress—the Congress of the United
States—a body composed of the Representatives of 90,000,000
people, who are in the lead of progress and civilization; and
least of all in this case, in which Congress for what it did,
merited the respect and admiration of mankind, because in
keeping the public lands of the Philippine Islands from its own
citizens and reserving them only for the benefit of the Filipino
people it has executed a generous action never surpassed in the
history of any parliament in the world. [Applause.]

When I called the attention of the Insular Committee last
year to the fact that the Philippine Government was permitting
the acquisition of public lands in the Philippine Islands by
citizens of the United States, which, I contended, was prohibited
by the organic act, the secretary of the interior department of
the Philippines, Mr. Worcester, took issue with me on the sub-
ject, and made the following suggestion, which reveals his
trend of mind on Philippine affairs: “It would be rather
remarkable, Seflor QUEzoR, if a sovereign country would refuse
to sell its own lands to its own people. That would be an
anomaly, would it not?” I answered, “ Not at all. It is altru-
ism on the part of the sovereign country to keep the lands of
the acquired territory for the people thereof, and the refusal to
sell the lands to the citizens of the sovereign Nation indicates
that there is no intention of permanently annexing the acquired
territory.”

Why, Mr. Speaker, that which Secretary Worcester calls an
“anomaly ” is the proof that the United States is but tem-
porarily in the Philippines, and that it has acquired the islands,
not to exploit them, but for the purpose of helping the Filipino
people, and of guarding their interests. [Applause.]

A few days ago the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. CoorERr]
in the course of his remarks on this bill said that the provision
of the organic act creating the Philippine Assembly, which was
so bitterly fought on the floor of this House, is the very
provision that helped this Government to accomplish whatever
success it had in the Philippine Islands. The gentleman might
have added that the provision of the organic act which ex-
cludes everybody from acquiring public lands, except Philippine
citizens, is the one provision that told the Filipinos, in deeds,
not in words, that the policy of this Government in the Philip-
pine Islands is a policy of self-denial and altruism, or, as it
has been officially termed, the poliey of “ the Philippines for the
Filipinos.” [Applaunse.]

The adoption of the amendment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania wonld, of course, mean the reversing of this policy.

Now, the first point that I wish fo make is this: Is Congress
ready to depart from its policy—the Philippines for the Fil-
ipinos—adopted in 1902; has anything taken place since the
passage of the organic act that warrants a diametrically oppo-
site course in dealing with the islands; has Congress already
decided that the Philippine public lands are not to be kept for

the exclusive benefit of the Filipino people, but also for the
benefit of citizens of the United States; what is the event, if
any, that calls for a revolution in the humanitarian, just, and
wise policy so far pursued by Congress with regard to the
Philippines? y

Let us consider the amendment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania from the standpoint of its practical results. Personally
I have no objection to allowing any American eitizen to acquire
40 acres of land in the Philippine Islands. I would say more
than that. I would say that I shall be glad to have any citizen
of the United States, residing in the Philippine Islands, acquire
40 acres of land for his farm, because every American living in
the Philippines who acquires 40 acres of land, and farms it, will
no longer be a citizen of the United States, but he will become a
citizen of the Philippine Islands. [Applause.] He may not be
legally a citizen of the Philippine Islands, for no one except a
native Filipino can acquire that citizenship according to our
present laws, but he surely will be, for all practieal purposes, a
Filipino. Ah, Mr. Speaker, the man who is firmly rooted in the
soil of a country, fhrough the ownership of a piece of land,
which he works himself, that man becomes a real citizen of
that country, all laws to the contrary notwithstanding. He
becomes as thorough a patriot as any native-born inhabitant;
and every American who wishes to be our brother, who wants
to be a Filipino and to link his fate with that of our little but
dear country is cordially welcome.

But, will the amendment of the genfleman from Pennsylvania
have this desirable result at all? Will any American care to ac-
quire 40 aeres of public land in the Philippines for his home and
his farm? I donot think so. In fact, though the Philippine Gov-
ernment, transgressing its constitutional limitations, has already
Jegislated that American citizens may acquire homesteads in the
Philippines, I know of not a single instance wherein an Amer-
ican has taken advantage of this privilege, and the explanation
of this is obvious. The Philippines, as a tropical country, are
not particularly adapted to be the permanent home of an Ameri-
can, and no one, for the mere sake of acquiring 40 acres of land,
when he can obtain 160 acres for homestead in this, his own
country, will care to undergo the hardships imposed by the
Tropics upon the white people. Citizens of the United States
resident in the Philippines are but temporary residents there.
They do not hope to live and die in the islands. The whole
American population is composed of two classes—employees
and business men. The former have no time to farm 40 acres
of land, and if they had, they should not be allowed to acquire
Government land. The latter do not ecare to farm 40 acres of
land.

What good, then, will this amendment do for the Americans
in the Philippines?

I am afraid, Mr. Speaker, that if this amendment should pass
it will not procure for the Philippines bona fide American set-
tlers, but it will only be taken advantage of for the purpose of
defeating the will of Congress to prevent the exploitation of
large tracts of land in the islands by absentee landlords.
[Applause.]

Mr. OLMSTED. Will the gentleman yield for an inquiry?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr. OLMSTED. In the law relating to Philippine lands
there is this provision, after providing for sales of 16 hectares
and not more—
that the grant and sale of such land, whether the fmrehnse price be
paid at once or in partial payments, shall be conditioned upon actual
and continued occupancy, improvement, and cultivation of the prem-
less sold for a period of not less than five years, during which time the
purchaser or grantee shall not alienate such lands or the title thereto.

That is the law now?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr. OLMSTED. My amendment is that any American citizen
may purchase, subject to the conditions and restrictions of this
act.

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir; I understand that.

Mr. OLMSTED. Therefore he would have to live on the land
he purchased for five years continuously and improve if, and
he could not sell it or mortgage it for five years. Now, does the
gentleman from the Philippines object to the purchase of 40
acres of land by a citizen of the United States to live npon con-
tinuously for five years under the conditions of that act.

Mr. QUEZON. I have already stated, Mr. Speaker, that I
have no objection to that proposition, but I also say that it will
not work as the gentleman from Pennsylvania desires. No
citizen of the United States will ever want 40 acres of land
in the Philippines under those conditions, and the gentleman
is wise enough to realize that I am right in my assertion.
If all that the gentleman from Pennsylvania is seeking for
is what he has just stated, he may just as well withdraw his
amendment, for I can assure the gentleman that it will be
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of no use. If the gentleman is trying to press his amendment
because of the question of principle therein involved, then it
would be a different matter. To what I have already said on
that point I shall have something more to add later on.

The trouble, Mr. Speaker, comes, or rather will come if the
amendment is adopted, from those words recited by the gentle-
man, “subject to the conditions and restrictions of this act,”
which words have become very famous during the last year or
two, thanks to the various interpretations given to them by
very distinguished lawyers.

As history repeats itself, it is more than probable that, some
time after this amendment has been adopted, an unusually
brilliant legal mind will give birth to a lucid and wonderful
construction of that language, and to the astonishment of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, author of the amendment, who
now knows what he means by it, we will learn that his amend-
ment has authorized the Philippine Government to dispose of
Philippine public lands in such manner that somebody from
Wall Street will be owning thousands and thousands of acres
of public lands in the Philippine Islands by virtue of said
amendment. I know that the gentleman will think that my
fears are rather fantastie, but it is well to profit from the

experience of others, and the experience of the gentleman-

from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer], as well as of the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Joxes], is fresh enough in our memory to be
overlooked. We know that both of these gentlemen understood
at the time of the framing of the organic act that the words
“subject to the limitations and condition provided for in this
act,” used in section 65 thereof, meant that the friar lands could
not be sold in excess of 40 acres to individuals and 2,500 acres
to corporations; but they are now puzzled to hear that such
language means nothing of the sort.

Again, if the gentleman from Pennsylvania should say that the
language of the law is so clear in this ecase that there will be no
opportunity for misconstruction of it, I would call the gentle-
man's attention to the fact that no section of the organic act is
g0 plain in its language as section 75, which prohibits the owner-
ship of more than 2,500 acres of land by corporations and de-
clares it nnlawful for any member of a corporation engaged in
agriculture to be in any-wise interested in any other corporation
engnged in agriculture. Yet the recent investigation of the
Insular Committee of the interior department of the Philippine
Islands, conducted by the gentleman himself, has disclosed the
fact that the letter and spirit of that section has been of no con-
sequence in so far as preventing the Sugar Trust from owning
about 65,000 acres of land in one tract in Mindoro.

Let me refresh the memory of the gentleman on this subjeet.

Mr. OLMSTED. The gentleman from the Philippines can not
refresh my memory on that, because the Sugar Trust does not
own an acre of land in the Philippines.

AMr. QUEZON. Well, the late Representative from Kansas,
Judge Madison; the gentleman from Iowa, Judge HUBBARD;
and the gentleman from Minnesota, Judge Davis, in their report
on that investigation, said that those lands were not acquired by
the Sugar Trust, but by “ its next-door neighbor.” [Laughter.]

Mr. OLMSTED. That is different.

Mr. QUEZON. I admit that there is some difference between
my langunage and that used by the gentlemen whom I cited, but it
is only in the form. The facts disclosed in that investigation, Mr.
Speaker, are these. No sooner had the Payne-Aldrich bill been
passed, which permitied the entrance into this country of 300,000
tons of sugar, free of duty, from the Philippines, than Mr.Welech,
a man engaged in sugar business in Hawaii, Cuba, and Porto
Rico; Mr. Havemeyer, a stockholder of the Sugar Trust; and
Mr. Senff, a man who has been vice president of that trust, tried
to acqnire sugar lands in the Philippine Islands for the purpose
of taking advantage of that tariff. They sent a man down
there by the name of Poole, who bought from the Philippine
Government the friar land known as the San Jose estate of
55,000 acres. As soon as these lands were acquired, the same
gentlemen, Mr. Welch, Mr. Senff, and Mr. Havemeyer, or-
ganized the Mindoro Development Co. for the purpose of estab-
lishing a sugar central on that estate.

But the estate was 12 miles away from the only available
harbor—the Bay of Mangarin—and this fact was an obstacle
-to the speedy and convenient transportation of the manufactured
sugar from the factory to the market. The land lying between
the estate and the bay was of the public domain of the Philip-
pine Islands and it had an area of about 9,000 acres, an amount
of land which they could not acquire by themselves under the
law. Such expert sugar business men as these gentlemen are,
who had experience in operating large sugar plantations in
Porto Rico, where only 500 acres is the maximum allowed to be
owned by corporations, were not of course going to be stopped
in their new enterprise by such a small thing as the land and
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corporation laws of the Philippines. What did they do to acquire
these publie lands in spite of these laws? Nothing less than to
organize three corporations in California, the stockholders of
these corporations being the wife, brothers-in-law, relatives, and
employees of Mr. Welch, the directing mind of the whole affair.
These corporations, through the same man, Mr. Poole, who
bought for Messrs. Welch, Senff, and Havemeyer the San Jose
estate, purchased the public land desired, whiech, at the same
time that it provided a means of communication between the
San Jose estate and the bay, enlarged by several thousand acres
more the area of the already immense San Jose estate.

Thus we have the sugar central of the Mindoro Development
Co., owned by Messrs. Welch, Senff & Havemeyer, and managed
by Mr. Poole, built for the purpose of manufacturing the cane
raised on the San Jose estate and on the land of the three Cali-
fornia agricultural corporations. Then the San Jose estate,
owned by Messrs. Welch, Senff & Havemeyer, purchased through
Mr. Poole and managed by Mr. Poole, for the purpose of raising
cane to be manufactured by the Mindoro Development Co., and
then the three California agricultural corporations, composed of
the wife, brothers-in-law, relatives, and employees of Mr. Welch,
whose lands were acquired through Mr. Poole and are managed
by Mr. Poole, and are dedicated to the raising of sugar cane for
the Mindoro Development Co., and to affording a right of way to
the railroad which will transport the manufactured sugar from
the San Jose estate to the Bay of Mangaring.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if these combinations are not a clear eva-
sion of the land and corporation laws of the Philippines, which
prohibit the ownership of more than 2500 acrgs of land by a
corporation and declare it illegal for the stockholders of one
agricultural corporation to be interested in any shape or manner
in any other agricultural corporation; if these facts which I
have related and which are admitted as proven by all the mem-
bers of the Committee on Insular Affairs, without a single ex-
ception, are not an evasion of those laws, then I want to know
what would be an evasion of those laws. In fact, the whole
transaction was not merely an evasion, but a violation of those
laws. Note, Mr. Speaker, that the conclusion which all of us
must derive from the stated facts, to wit, that the same men
own the sugar central, the San Jose estate, and the three Cali-
fornia corporations is admitted by Mr. Welch himself the mov-
ing spirit of the enterprise.

Here is what Mr. Welch said, declaring before the Committea
on Insular Affairs on the investigation I am alluding to:

As far as the San Jose estate and the Mindoro Development Co, are
econcerned, there is a mhihty close community of interest. We are prac
tically the same; there is no getting away from that,

[Laughter.] .

And answering a question about the three California agricul-
tural companies, he said:

Yes ; we are quite a family party,

[Laughter.]

Is it not evident, Mr. Speaker, that the provision of the land
and corporation laws of the Philippine Islands meant nothing
to “quite a family party,” which was determined to own, hold,
and operate from New York and San Francisco 66,000 acres of
land in one tract?

Mr. JONES, Fiffy-six thousand. '

Mr. QUEZON. Incinding the California corporations, it is
66,000 acres.

What became of that wise policy of Congress of eradicating
the system of absentee landlordism, and wherefor we bonded
ourselves for $7,000,000? Perhaps some one may think that
we are improving in our condition, for, instead of religious
orders, our new landlords are society men, magnates of Wall
Sireet. But Judge Davis, from Minnesota, and Mr. Mogsk,
from Wisconsin, Republican members of the Insular Commit-
tee, do not take this view. They say:

The masters in place of being high-minded religions monks will be
sugar lords, l‘tesldlnil in Ameriea, and through their superintendents
and foremen they will reduce the inhabitants of the lands to a condi-
tion of servitude.

Mr. Speaker, the beauty of the investigation, which we owe
to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MarTIN], is that Congress
has had an opportunity to see with its own eyes how the or-
gunie act has operated in the Philippines in so far as prevent-
ing the exploitation of the islands by absentee landlords. It
will be interesting for the Members to hear what Senator Teller
said on this subject in 1902, discussing the effect of the pro-
vigion of the organic act, which prohibits the ownership of
more than a certain number of acres of land by corporations.
At that time the limit contained in the bill was 5,000 acres.
Let me read the remarks of the Senator.

I want some one to tell me why a corporation should be permitted
to take 5,000 acres of land there. If one corporation can take 5,000
acres, 10 corporations might each take 5,000 acres, and a hundred
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corporations might each take 5,000 acres. There is no limit to the
number of corporations that may go there, and after they have taken
the land and got their title, if they should conclude to form a combina-
tion, they could do that, I suppose, although there is a provision here
which sa‘ys *This provision shall be held to prevent any corporation
engaged in agriculture from being in any wise interested in any other
eorporation engaged in agriculture.” That, I suppose, was put In the
bill as a sort of sop to the people who might be afraid of eonsolida-
tion ; but there is no man living in this day who has given any atten-
tion to the afairs of our country for the last two or three years who
does not know that it will amount to absolutely nothing, and that if
Bty corporations, having each 5,000 aeres, should conclude to enter
into a combination, they could do it in spite of all the Filipinos and
all the United States besides. -

It would, I am sure, gratify Senator Teller to know that by
these remarks he has acquired a good title to be called a
prophet, except that although he foresaw the possibility of com-
binations being made by companies after they had acquired
these lands from the Government, he had not suspected that
such combinations could be made before the purchase of the
Iands, for he always took it for granted that the Philippine
Government would not, on the face of said combinations and the
injunction of the law, dare to sell said lands to these cor-
porations. }

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir; with pleasure.

Mr. MANN. In reference to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, which recommended the pur-
chase of 40 acres by an Americay citizen, ean the gentleman in-
form the House whether there has, in his opinion, been any vio-
lation of the law or the spirit of the law concerning the sale of
40 acres to persons who must oceupy it for five years?

Mr. QUEZON. I do not know that there has been any viola-
tion so far. It has not been necessary. It has been easier and
more effective and, no doubt, more profitable to violate the law
eoncerning corporations.

Mr. MANN, The amendment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania does not affect at all the question of corporations, nor
does the report of the bill affect the question of the purchase
by corporations, which, I should agree with the gentleman, ought
to be controlled. The gentleman says there may be an evasion
of the law in reference to the sale of 40 acres, and cites what
may be true—I do not know—an evasion of the spirit of the law
by corporatiops. But, after all, what has that to do with this
proposition?

Mr, QUEZON. I stated these facts merely to show how care-
legs the Philippine Government has been in enforeing the land
policy of this Government in the islands. If that was so when
such policy was so strict as to prohibit the ownership of public
lands by American citizens, what would the Philippine Govern-
ment do when they =ee, from the adoption of the amendment of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, that Congress has adopted a
principle with regard to the disposition of public lands in the
Philippines opposite to the one pursued so far? The Philippine
Commission would undoubtedly construe this action of Congress
as indieative of a disposition to fall in line with its wishes on
the matter. :

Mr. MANN. Of course, that might be a matter of construc-
tion. Will the gentleman yield for one more gquestion?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir. .

Mr. MANN. Do I understand that the organic law referred
to prohibits, in the gentleman’s opinion, an American citizen
from purchasing 40 acres of land, but permits an American cor-
poration to purchase 2,500 acres of land?

Mr, QUEZON. 1 do not think I quite understand the gen-
tleman’s question.

Mr. MANN. Do I understand the gentleman's construction
of the organic law to be that the law does not permit an Ameri-
can citizen to purchase 40 acres of land which he may occupy
himself, but does permit an American corporation to purchase
2,500 acres of land?

Mr. QUEZON. I do not believe that the law permits an
American corporation to purchase 2,500 acres of land, but it has
been allowed by the Philippine Government.

Mr. MANN. Does the gentleman say that the organic law
does not permit an American citizen to purchase 40 acres of
land?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir; I do; nor does it permit an Ameri-
ean corporation to purchase or lease 2,500 acres.

Mr. OLMSTED. Oh, I think the gentleman is entirely mis-
taken about that.

AMr. QUEZON. Well, that is a matter of construction, and I
am not going into a legal discussion now. It is a question of
opinion, and the gentleman's and mine seem to be generally at
yariance.

Mr. MANN. I will gay that if the law does not permit an
American citizen to purchase 40 acres of land, which he may
cultivate himself and live upon, but does permit an American

corporation to purchase 2,500 acres, then we ounght speedily to
amend that law. -

Mr. QUEZON. When the organic act does not permit an
American citizen to acquire 40 acres of land, it is inconceivable
that it shall allow an American corporation to acquire 2500
acres. That would not be consistent, and Congress is very con-
sistent in its legislation.

Mr. MANN. That is very complimentary, but I am not sure
that it is always correct.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, QUEZON. Certainly. .

Mr. TOWNER. Did I understand the gentleman to say that
the present Government of the Philippines was not disposed to
act in the interest of the Filipino people?

Mr. QUEZON. 1 did not say so. I said that the Philippine
Government does not sympathize with the policy of Congress
regarding the disposition of the public domain in the Philippine
Islands. Said Government does what it thinks the law ought
to allow and not what the law does allow.

Mr. TOWNER. Baut is it not true that the Philippine Gov-
ernment is composed at least in part of the Philippine people
themselves?

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman permit me just
one word there?

Mr. TOWNER. I do not know that it is necessary for the
gentleman from Virginia to come to the rescue of the gentle-
man from the Philippines. He seems to be able to take care
of himself.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. To whom does the gentleman
yield?

Mr. QUEZON. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman will not
object to my making this remark, because I wanted to suggest
it a week ago. I think the gentleman was then laboring under
a misapprehension. During the remarks of the gentleman a
week ago he asked if those lands which were in the non-Chris-
tian Provinces were not entirely under the control of the Phil-
ippine Commission and those in the Christian Provinces under
the control of the legislature. What I wanted to say to the
gentleman is this: I think he was entirely correct as to the
general proposition that the Philippine Commission has charge
of the affairs of the non-Christian Provinces and the legislature
of the Christian Provinces, but we have spoken of the Philip-
pine Commission disposing of these lands. The commission s
not disposing of them. It is the secretary of the interior. The
commission is not doing it at all. The secretary of the interior
and the director of lands in his department are disposing of
these lands. The commission as a commission has nothing in
the world to do with the lands either in the Christian or the
non-Christian Provinces. It is one of the branches of the legis-
lature, and I think the gentleman was laboring under a misap-
prehension the other day when he asked that question, and I
desired to explain it to him.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from the
Philippines will permit this statement in his time——

Mr. QUEZON. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from Towa will
allow me, I desire to answer his question in addition to what the
gentleman from Virginia has said. As I stated a few days ago,
the Philippine Government is not really controlled by the
Filipino people, but, on the contrary, it is practically controlled
by the Philippine Commission, which is appointed by the Presi-
dent of the United States without the advice, much less the con-
sent, of the Filipino people.

Now, the gentleman ought to know that while there may be
some ground for the assertion that the Philippine Legislature is
composed, at least in part, of the Filipino people themselves,
there is not the least foundation for the assertion that the
executive power of that government is shared in any wise
or -manner by the Filipino people. My complaint is that
the executive branch of the Philippine Government is not
carrying out the policy of Congress, or in other words, is not
executing the provisions of the organic act regarding the dis-
position of Government lands in the Philippine Islands. To be
more specifie, my complaint is directed against the Secretary of
the Interior, who is the head of the department responsible for
the administration of Government lands in the Philippines, the
Hon, Dean C. Worcester, and the Director of Public Lands, Mr,
Sleeper. The Filipino people had nothing to do at all with the
appointment of these gentlemen, and if they could they would
have long ago removed both of them from their respective posi-
tions. Secretary Worcester is the most unpopular official in the
Philippine Government, and has been so for a long time. Dur-
ing the last two years he has become obnoxious to the Filipinos
owing to some uncalled-for remarks, which he made publicly,
reflecting upon the character of the people at large. Besides,




1912.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

6507

his suit presented against the editors and owners of the news-
paper El Renacimiento for libel, and wherefore he got many
thonsands of dollars from the defendants while the eriminal
case is still pending of appeal before the Supreme Court of the
United States, has belittled him in the public eye. The article
published in that paper, which Secretary Worcester denounced
as libelous, as compared with the articles we read every day
in the newspapers of this country denouncing public officials,
would read like a praise, and yet in the Philippines, where we
are supposed to have the same freedom of the press that you
have here, but where the judges are appointed and kept in office
at the pleasure of the Philippine Commission, an influential
member of which Secretary Worcester is, that article caused the
ruin of all the owners and editors of El Renacimiento and the
conviction of the editors.

Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate for the Filipino people, and
equally unfortunate for the United States, that the man in
charge of the most important department of the Philippine
Government, the interior department, the department to which
the care and administration of the natural wealth of the
islands is intrusted, is a man who does not believe in the wisdom
of the policy of Congress regarding the disposition of that
wealth, and who has antagonized the people whose interests he
is supposed to look out for. .

I have nothing personally against Mr. Worcester. While
even among Americans in the Philippines there are complaints
agninst his lack of tact in dealing with the public, he has
treated me with courtesy whenever, officially or personally, I
had something to do with him. In faet, I am one of the few
Filipinos who has been honored by being complimented in two
official reports by the Secretary of the Interior. I mention this
in order to disabuse the mind of anyone who may believe that
I have any personal grievance against Mr. Worcester. I admit
that he has a wonderful mind and is a hard-working man, but
I can sce very little benefit for the Filipino people to be derived
from his industry and intellectual egquipment, when the people
have no confidence in him, when the people, rightly or wrongly,
are convinced that he is not working for their welfare, and
when, at least, in the administration of Government lands, it
has been evidenced—what he has never tried to conceal—that
he is not in accord with the policy of Congress and has not been
very particular in executing it.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that the War Department may,
at last, take notice of the fact that it is utterly impossible for
this Government to carry out successfully the administration of
the islands when the appointed officials are not supported by the
Filipino people, much less when they become plainly objection-
able to them. I have been urging for the last year that Sec-
retary Worcester may be permitted to retire from his present
position, with no avail. The War Department’s position is
that Mr. Worcester is an honest and competent man and that
the opposition to him of the Filipino people, due to his lack of
tact, is not a sufficient ground for asking his resignation. This
view of the War Department is, I believe, wrong. Tactfulness
is needed in a man if he is to be a successful administrator as
.much as any other quality. A publie official is a servant of the
people, and he ought to know how to treat the people. Secre-
tary Worcester has been a member of the Philippine Commis-
sion ever since the occupation of the islands, and he has been
so long accustomed to exercise an executive authority that I
am afraid he has become a ruler.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, let me make this statement in
regard to the matter. The administrative officers of the Phil-
ippine Government are under the direction and control, first, of
the law, the organic law, which preseribes:

That these lands may be held, sold and conveyed, or leased tempo-
rarily for a period not exceeding three years after their acguisition by

sald government on such terms and conditions as it may preacribe,
snbject to the limitations and conditions provided for in this act.

That gives the Philippine Government absolute power to dis-
pose of those lands. If it is disposed of by the executive
officers of the Philippine Government, they must act under the
power which the Philippine Government has, composed not only
of the commission selected by the Government of the United
States, but by an assembly which is selected by the Philippine
people themselves, and these lands can not be disposed of
unless it shall be by the affirmative act of the lower branch of
the Philippine Legislature. And that is the trouble with the
gentleman’s whole theory. Will the gentleman pardon me for
another question?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir; gladly.

Mr. TOWNER. I understood the gentleman to say that the
law was being evaded which preseribed that no part of the
publie land shall be sold except in limitations of 40 acres to an
individual. I was correct in that, was I not?

Mr. QUEZON. No: did I say that the law which limits the
sale of public lands to 40 acres to an individual has been
evaded?

Mr. TOWNER. Yes, sir.

Mr. QUEZON. I did not say so, unless the gentleman refers
to my contention, seemingly admitted now by everybody as being
correct, that the Philippine Government, in permitting Ameri-
cans to buy 40 acres of land, violates that law.

Mr. TOWNER. I understood the gentleman to say so.

Mr. QUEZON. I spoke of the evasion of the law which pro-
hibits the ownership of more than 2,500 acres of land by cor-
porations.

Mr. TOWNER. Well, it make no difference; it is the provi-
sion of the general law with regard to the disposition of the
public lands, and the gentleman said that the law has been
evaded in the instance where these individuals who were re-

(lated to the persons who had acquired 50,000 acres and who had

also acquired, by a violation of the law, some 7,000 acres besides.
Was I correct in so understanding?

Mr. QUEZON. I said, Mr. Speaker, that the late Judge Madi-
son, of Kansas, Judge Husearp, and the gentleman from Minne-
sota, Judge Davis, are of that opinion, and that I agree with
them. I will read to the gentleman what they say about it.

The San Jose Incident is one that should stand as a warning both to
the Philippine Government and to the United States. Mr. Welch had
no sooner acqu the S8an Jose estate for himself and immediate asso-
clates than he caused to be organized what was deseribed in the ma-
jority report as the California corporation,

The stockholders of these corporations are made up of his wife,
brothers-in-law, business associates, and clerks. Of course, he is the
dominating figure, and by the community of interest that is apparent
in the situation there is, to all practical intents and purposes, a holding
of about 62,000 acres of I‘hn!@pme land by one lpemon. 1t is possible
that Mr. Welch and these California corporations and thelr stock-
holders have violated the inhibitions of section 75, against members of
one corporation en%:!ged in agricuiture being interested in similar cor-
porations, and in the light of the testimony developed in this hearing
that matter should have the attention of the Philippine law officers.

And on this same guestion the minority report says:

Considering these astounding facts, it is difficult to escape the con-
clusion that the land laws of the Philippines are being evaded in a
most shameless manner,

[Applause.]

Mr. TOWNER. Now, if I may be permifted, I would like to
have the gentleman say whether he is not now asking that these
lands should be put under the same provisions that were thus
evaded in the instance of which he spoke. In other words, he
is asking that these friar lands shall be subject to the same
laws that he says have been thus easily evaded in the instance
that he mentioned. Is that true?

Mr. QUEZON. I am asking that the laws which regulate the
sales of public lands and which, in my opinion, already regulate
the sales of friar lands, be specifically applied to the friar lands
in order to avoid further contention. But I am not asking that
because those laws have been evaded in the ease of public lands
that th]ey also be evaded in the case of the friar lands. [Ap-
plause.

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly; I did not understand that the
gentleman was asking that the land laws be evaded, but he is
asking that these lands shall be placed under the same laws
which were thus evaded.

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, Mr. Speaker, with the hope that by Con-
gress taking this action, the Philippine Government will under-
stand clearly that Congress meant to enforce its law in the
Philippines with regard to the disposition of Government lands.
That is my main object. I want this Congress to do something
which will remind the Philippine Government that when Con-
gress enacted the organie act, trying to prevent the sale of
Government lands in large fracts, it did =o, knowing what it was
legislating for, and meaning that this legislation should be com-
plied with by those in charge of the execution of the laws in
the Philippines. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. May I ask the gentleman a question——

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr. MANN. For information which very likely has been
answered before, as I have not heard all of the debate. In the
cultivation and production of sugar in the Philippine Islands is
it necessary to have large tracts consolidated under one man- .
agement?

Mr. QUEZON. I do not think so, Mr. Speaker. Will the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] repeat his question?

Mr. MANN. I simply wanted to know, in the opinion of
the gentleman, whether tracts of land held in small areas are
available for the profitable production of sugar.

Mr. QUEZON. I think so. I believe that the sugar industry
in the Philippines could grow without the necessity of selling
Government lands in large tracts. In the first place, there
are already in private ownership all the land needed to produce
over 300,000 tons of sugar, which is the maximum of sugar that
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we can produce now with profit. If gentlemen who want to
‘establish sugar centrals in the Philippines will establish them
in the Provinces where the cane sugar is being raised by the
Filipinos themselyes, they would have enough cane for all the
gugar that their cenfral could manufacture every year, with
profit to themselves and benefit to the people. In fact, Mr,
Speaker, while I was in the Philippines, two years ago, I
learned that the farmers of Negros were anxious fo enter into
an agreement with some one who would establish a sugar cen-
tral in that Provinee to supply him with all the cane he wanted.
I even favored.the idea of having a sugar central established
and operated by the Philippine Government, in a given territory
wherein there are many small sugar-land owners, with a view
of teaching these farmers the modern system of manufacturing
the sugar, and later on selling the central to them.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I do not want to take much more of the‘

time of the House, but I wish to——

Mr. FOWLER, Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the gentleman a
question along that line, Is it desirable that large sugar
plantations should be established in the Philippine Islands at
the present time or in the near future?

Mr. QUEZON., I do not think so, Mr. Speaker, and I have
already expressed my opinion on the subject.

Mr. FOWLER. Is there not another crop which produces a
larger income—to wit, copra—than sugar does to the tiller of
the soil?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir.

Mr. FOWLER. How does the income of the copra compare
with the income of sugar on 40 acres of land?

Mr. QUEZON. There is no comparison.

Mr, FOWLER., Which is the greater?

Mr. QUEZON. The copra.

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman permit an inferruption?

Mr. QUEZON. Yes, sir. e

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman permit me to answer the
question which was asked of him by the gentleman from Illi-
nois as to whether it is advisable to have large sugar planta-
tions in the Philippines? I quote from what the Secretary of
War said in a report to President Roosevelt on January 23,
1908 : .

Nor would I regard it as a beneficial result for the Philippine
Islands to have the fields of those islands turned exclusively to the
growth of sugar. The social conditions that this would bring about
would not promise well for the political and industrial development of
the people, because the cane-sugar industry makes a society in which
there are wealthy landowners, holding very large estates with most val-
uable and expensive plants and a large population of unskilled labor,
with no smal?efurmlng or middle clasg tending to build up a conserva-
tive, self-respecting community from bottom to top.

That is also what the Committee on Insular Affairs thought
in 1902 when they presented this bill. That is what everybody
thinks who has really at heart the welfare of the people of the
Philippine Islands.

Mr. QUEZON. Mr. Speaker, if what I have said has given
the impression that I accuse the Philippine Commission of dis-
honesty of purpose in administering the affairs of the islands,
I wish to efface that impression before taking my seat. I be-
lieve that it would be unjust to the commissioners to say that
they mean to injure the Filipino people. I believe that they
are doing what they think is the best for the Filipinos, and I
“am glad to add that, as a rule, the officials of the Philippines
are of a high moral character. * But it is not the question whether
they mean well or not. My contention is that they have no right
to determine what the policy of the United States in the Philip-
pines shall be, for this is exclusively the right of Congress, and
that it is the duty of the insular officials to execute faithfully
and strietly the will of Congress. :

After all, no one who is familiar with the history of colonial
governments ought to be surprised to learn of the manner in
which the act of Congress has been complied with in the
Philippines by the Philippine Government. Colonial govern-
ments are by their nature essentially wrong, and sooner or later
they degenerate into a government of man instead of a gov-
ernment of law. The instance of the officials in the islands,
doing what they think the law should be and not what the law
is, is an illustration of this fact, and the more emphasis is put
upon the wisdom and honesty of those officials the better this
instance illustrates the theory of that great statesman, John
Stuart Mill, who said:

The %overnment of a people by itself has a meaning and a reality
but such a thlm{ as_a government of one people by another does no
and ecan not exist. One people might keep another as a warren or pre-
serve for its own use, a place to make money in, a human cattle farm
to be worked for the profits of its own inhabitants; but if the good of
the government is the proper business of a government, it is utterly
Impossible that a forelgn people should directly attend to it.

Now, Mr, Speaker, there is one more point that I wish to make
in connection with the amendment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. -

It is a good economic principle, universally admitted, that
publie lands should not be disposed of to foreigners. As Ameri-
eans residing in the islands are not, according to the organic
act, citizens of the Philippines, they are consequently foreign-
ers. This being so, they ought to be excluded from the acquisi-
tion of public lands in the islands as much as any other for-
eigner. It must be borne in mind that although the Philippines
are actually under the sovereignty and control of this Govern-
ment by virtue of the treaty of peace with Spain, they have not
been declared a permanent territory of the United States; but,on
the contrary, the same Senate which ratified said treaty passed
a resolution on the 14th of February, 1800, introduced by Sen-
ator McEnery, of Louisiana, the first paragraph of which is as

follows :

That by the ratification of the treaty of peace with 8
tended to incorporate the inhabitants of the Philippine Islands into eiti-
genship of the United States, nor is it intended to permanently annex
said islands as an integral part of the territory of the United States.

This resolution, eoupled with the declarations made by Presi-
dents of the United States and other officials of this Govern-
ment are, and it is so understood by both the American and
the Filipino people, expressive of a policy looking toward the
severance of the political tie between the Philippines and the
United States and the Filipinos and Americans.

It is this policy that inspired the section of the organic act,
which the gentleman from Pennsylvania is trying to amend, for
it is becaunse of this policy that the Government of the Unifed
States has never considered the public lands of the Philippines
as a parf of the public domain of the United States, to be ad-
ministered and disposed of for the benefit of the American peo-
ple, but as the property of the Filipino people, kept in trust ky
the United States to be administered temporarily by the Amexi-
can Government in the Philippines for the benefit of said Fili-
pino people until such time when the independence of the
islands shall have been recognized and granted by this Govern-
ment. ;

Let us see what Dr. Schurman, president of Cornell Uni-
versity, has to say on this subject. I read from one of his
many instructive speeches on the Philippiness

Our soverel
Sl o Teort et BAIRt Of ke peopik Hath. i peTols rrd B
organized politically that they may undertake it for themselves. We
speak of our territorial acquisﬁion grom Spain as “ insular possessions,"”
but do we own anythlnfh in the Philippines? The title to the publie
lands rests, indeed, In the United States, but we hold them in trust
for the thlipptne people and government. The word * possession” is
a survival from barbarous times when conquering nations seized the
lands of the conguered and levied tribute upon them.

The opinion of Dr. Schurman in this matter is not only
weighty because he is internationally known as an authority in
political economy, but because he was the first president of the
first Philippine Commission, sent by President MeKinley to the
Philippine Islands as soon as the treaty of peace was concluded
between the United States and Spain. President Schurman was,
doubtless, informed of the sense in which this Government has
assumed sovereignty over the Philippines.

In the light of the foregoing considerations, it would seem
that the amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania can
not be aceepted, unless Congress has already decided that the -
Philippines are forever to be a Territory of the United States
and that, therefore, Americans in the islands are entitled to rec-
ognition there, as much as they are entitled to recognition in
any other State or Territory of the Union. This, of course,
would mean the conferring of equal privilege on the Filipinos—
that is, that they would be entitled to recognition in any Stafe
or Territory of the Union as much as any American citizen.
In other words, if an American citizen should be allowed fto
acquire public land in the Philippines, the Filipinos, cor-
respondingly, ought to be allowed to acquire public land in the
United States, which, under the law as it now stands, they
can not do unless they become, first, citizens of the United
States, through the process that other foreigners have to undergo.

Now, Mr. Speaker, is the House ready to say that the Philip-
pine Islands are to be permanently a Territory of the United
States? Is the House ready to declare that the Filipinos are
already on an equal footing with the American citizens and
that they are, in fact, American citizens? Without first answer-
ing these questions affirmatively, the House can not consistently,
with modern principles of government and in line with the laws
of nature, approve the amendment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. ! ‘

Suppose you pass this amendment, and within this or the
next session of Congress you enact into law the pending Philip-
pine independence bill, would you then think that it would be
right to allow American citizens, without requiring them fo
acquire Philippine citizenship, to obtain publie lands in the Phil-
ippine Islands?

in it is not In-
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Just one word more, Mr, Speaker, and T am through. I hope
the House has not understood me as being an anti-American. As
I have stated in the beginning of my remarks, I should be very
glad to see Americans in the Philippines owning and farming
40 acres of land, because every one who would own and farm
that little piece of land would surely make the Philippines his
permanent home, and whenever a man makes up his mind to
live and die in one country he becomes as good a citizen of that
country as any native thereof. I know of a few Americans who
have decided to reside permanently in the Philippines, and
they are a great help to us. I have just now in mind one of
them, Mr. Frank W. Carpenter, the executive secretary. The
Filipino people will be glad to enlist in the citizenship of the
islands not only Americans but any foreigners who may desire
to become Filipino citizens, and as a proof I cite the fact that
we have been endeavoring, for many years, to have Congress
amend the law regarding citizenship in the Philippines so as
to permit anyone, who so desires, to become a ¢itizen of the
Philippines. We want good men to form a part of our body
politic, and I do not know that there can be found anywhere in
the world better men than the citizens of the United States.
[Applanse.]

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from the Philippines [Mr.
Quezox] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the
Recorp. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

THE PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE BILL SHOULD BE ACTED UPON BY

CONGRESBE.

Mr. QUEZON. Mr. Speaker, I shall avail myself of the
courtesy of the House to insert in the Recorp as a part of my
remarks a cablegram which the Hon. Sergio Osmefia, speaker
of the Philippine Assembly, and also the foremost leader of
the Nationalist Party in the Philippines, sent me on March 25,
regarding the Jones bill providing for Philippine independence.
The cablegram says:

THE FILIPIXO PEOPLE FAVOE JONES BILL.
Quezox, Washington:

In answer to your cablegram wherein fuu advise me of the terms
and conditions of the bill providing Philippine independence, intro-
duced by Congressman JONES, of ginia, chalrman of the Insular
Committee of the House, I beg to express my cordial indorsement of
same on behalf of the F‘lllpin:rgople as aker of the assembly and
gresldent of the Nationallst P . The pino le en masse have

ailed with enthusiasm and gratitude the news of this first step taken in
Congress toward the realizatlon of their ideal—the independence of
the Philippines—the granting of which has always been considered
by said pe;{:le as a natlonal pledge of the United States to be
g;ce:enﬂy redeemed. The Filipino geople are now and always have
convineed of their capability o estnblishlnf and maintaining an
independent government, amply able to meet all its internal as well
as international obligations; and knowing that no foreign government,

no matter how altruistic it may be, can ever suit the wants of the
islands, nor secure the happiness of the inhabitants thereof, said Fili-

ino le are and always have been u the reco?'n.ltion of their
od-g?gop dent. Therﬁfplno people

en right to be I as a people,
took up arms and fought with the United States against Spain not o
for the purpose of throwing off the yoke of Spain, but for the purpose o
being free from all foreign control. The Filipinos took the side of
the ime.rlmns in the Spanish-American War in the firm belief that the
rebellum declarations of the United States, its political tenets, and
fhe negotiations between Consul General Pratt and Gen. Agninaldo
tion of Philippine independence as soon as

meant the sure
over. alive to its his, convinced

that war shall have

of its capabllity, and desirous of oying its national freedom, the
Filipino people have always urged on the American people the granting
of its immediate independence.

The Filipino

Eeople realize, however, that the contention, made by
opponents of Ihili

pine independence that they are incapable of main-
an inderpe.n ent government, can only be sa toril; answered
by 4 , and, for this reason, the proposal of Congressman JoNEs that
eight years must elapse before the granting and recognition of absolute
and complete Philippine independence seems to be a necessary measure
to solve that contention definitely. In view of this and as a further
proof of their national self-control the Filipino geople defer to the post-
ponement for that period of the realization of their cherished ideal,
Please convey to Congressman JoNES the sincere gratitude of the

Filipino le for his efforts to secure for them the Dblessings of that
natlgnail; independence which made the United Btates so happy and
B0 grea

n late n unceas cam
T T Il e e et e o
your country, which is very fortunate in having you as the spokesman
of its national aspirations.

: OsMESA.

This eablegram need not be commented upon. If is an au-
thoritative indorsement of the Philippine independence bill.

But it is not only the speaker who has indorsed said bill.
From all over the archipelago cablegrams have been sent prais-
ing it, either directly to Mr. Joxes himself or to me, by indi-
vidnals and entities embracing all classes of people. One of the
cablegrams addressed to me is signed by Mr., Teodoro Yangco,
one of the richest Filipinos, well khown by American officials
as a very patriotic as well as substantial and conservative citi-
zen. Mr. Yangceo's foremost interest is, naturally, to have in
the islands a stable government, capable of maintaining public
order and protecting the rights and properties of the inhabitants

thereof. His indorsement of Mr. Joxes’s bill is not, therefore,
prompted only by his love for the freedom of his country, but
also by his conviction that such a government as that which
said bill proposes to create will be competent to secure the
liberty, happiness, and prosperity of the Filipino people. The
cablegram reads:

Quezox, Washington:

Meet! yvesterday all classes Filipinos enthusiastically accepted
Jones independence bill. Appointed committee representing all classes
soclety. Beg you transmit Congress and American propls our respects
and confidence in their altruism and justice by passing Jones bill. Ad-
vise Legarda.

Yaxgco.

When the business men thus join with the leaders of thought
and the masses of the people in urging upon the Congress of the
TUnited States the passage of Mr. Joxgs’s bill, there can be left
no reom for doubt as to the wisdom of said bill, at least, from
the standpoint of the natives of the islands. The enthusiasm
caused throughout the archipelago by the news of its mere in-
troduction shows that the faith of the Filipino people in the
United States has been revived with new vigor by this first
step taken in Congress toward the granting of our national
freedom.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know that the bill will be reached dur-
ing the present session, but I sincerely hope that it will be acted
upon, at the very latest, at the beginning of the next.

THE ANXIETY OF THE FILIPINOS AS TO THEIR FUTURE SHOULD BE SET
AT REST.

I am not going to discuss now the provisions of Mr. JoNEs's bill,
nor am I going to elaborate upon its wisdom and statesmanship.
The report, No. 606, accompanying that bill, fully covers these
points. The desire of the Filipino people to be independent
from foreign yoke has been so invariably expressed in war as
in peace that it need not be repeated. The capability of the
Filipino people to establish and maintain an independent gov-
ernment has been the subject of such a great amount of litera-
ture and is, besides, so convincingly demonstrated in the same
above-mentioned report, with arguments based upon facts, that
further attempt of discussion here is useless. I shall simply
note that Congressman Joxes has personally been in the Philip-
pines, making an impartial study of the condition of the people
thereof, and, therefore, his report on the subject has a weight
that can not be overestimated.

My concern at present is to insist that whatever differences of
opinion there may be as to the wisdom of the Jones bill, it will
not be fair to the people of the Philippines nor to the people of
the United States to let that bill die of nonaction. The present
undefined and indefinite relation between the United States and
the Philippines is sugch as no similar precedent can be traced
from in the history of this Nation, No colonial possession has
ever been acquired by the United States. No colonial posses-
sion can ever be acquired Ly the United States, if it is fo remain
true to its traditions and to those principles upon which its
very existence is founded. Territories have been acquired by
this Nation either by purchase, as indemnity of war, or by agree-
ment between the people of the United States and the people
of the acquired territory, but in each and all these cases the
acquired territory has been acquired with the understanding,
from the very beginning, that it shall become permanently an
integral part of the United States, to enjoy all the blessings of
liberty enjoyed by the rest of the Union. Thus the pelitical
status of the heretofore aecquired territories has always been
seitled at the outset. The form of government, from civil or
military commission fo territorial and statehood, was merely a
matter of time, to suit the convenience and prejndices of the
American people and their new brethren. The permanent rela-
tionship, never to be severed, was a question invariably decided
prior to the acquisition.

Such is not the case with regard to the Philippines. The
islands have been acquired by the United States as one of the
accidents of the Spanish-American War. The Filipinos fought
against the Spaniards as American allies not to become Ameri-
can citizens, much less American subjects, but to become citi-
zens of their own independent government. This was known
by the consular representatives of the United States in the Far
East at the time when they sought and obtained the aid of the
Filipinos, as it was also known by the commanders of the
American Army and Navy who accepted that aid.

After the Spanish-American War was over, there came the
question in the mind of the American people of whether or not
the people of the islands were ready to establish and maintain
an independent government of their own, but, while there were
doubts as to this question, there was a concensus as to the faet
that the former allies of this Nation could not be left under
Spanish sovereignty without flagrant violation of the most
elementary rules of fair dealing. Thus, in the treaty of peace,
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Spain was forced to relinguish its sovereignty over the Philip-
pines in favor of the United States.

| To be sure, however, that the ratification of this treaty by
the Senate of the United States did not mean the permanent
annexation of the islands, a few days after said ratification
took place, the Senate passed the following resolution:

That by the ratification of the treaty of peace with Spain it is not
intended to incorporate the inhabitants of the Philippine Islands into
the citizenship of the United States, nor is it intended to permanently
annex said islands as an integral part of the territory of the United
States. But it is the intention of the United States to establish in
said islands a government suitable to the wants and conditions of the
inhabitants of said islands, to prepare thém for local self-government,
and in due time to make such disposition of said islands as will best

romote the interests of the citizens of the United States and the
nhabitants of sald islands. (Passed the Senate on the 14th day of
February, 1809.)

The first part of this resolution has not been amended in any
shape or manner so far, and the second part has not been com-
plied with. No declaration of annexation has been made as
yet, nor any other definite or final disposition of the islands.
For the United States to continue further without knowing and
saying what should be done with the Philippines, in the interest
both of the American and Filipino people, is not very complimen-
tary to the wisdom of Congress. Twelve years have gone by
since that resolution of noncommitment was passed. If Con-
gress have at heart, as T know it has, the interest of the people
of the United States and the people of the Philippines alike,
and if the Members of both Houses are equal to their tasks, as
I know they are, there is no reason why Congress should not
have had ample time and opportunity to find out what “ dispo-
sition ™ of the islands * will best promote the interests of the
citizens of the United States and the inhabitants of said islands.”

The Philippine independence bill and the resolution for the
permanent neutralization of the islands, both of which have
been reported by the Insular Committee and committed to the
Committee of the Whole House, offer an opportunity for Con-
gress to express its will as fo the future destiny of the Filipino
people. Friends, and enemies as well, of Philippine independ-
ence should welcome the early discussion of both the bill and the
resolution. They should let the people of this and my country
know where they stand, and, in the name of justice, I appeal to
all Congressmen and Senators to set at rest the anxiety of my
people.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, I sincerely sympathize with
what I conceive to be the point of view of the representative
of the Philippines. Primarily in his mind is the thought of
independence for the Philippines. Anything that in the re-
motest degree, in his judgment, would retard that much-desired
consummation of his hopes is to him wrong. 1 L

Mr. QUEZON. Mr, Speaker, may I interrupt the gentleman
for just one question?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Iowa yield to the
gentleman from the Philippines?

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr. QUEZON. Does the gentleman think that that is wrong
in itself—my position, admitting that that is what he describes
it? Does he think that that is wrong?

Mr. TOWNER. What I am saying, Mr. Speaker, is not in
reproach of the gentleman from the Philippines. If I were a
Filipino, as I am an American, I would probably act and think
as he does. [Applause.] But from the standpoint of an Amer-
jean citizen I believe the gentleman’s fears are not well founded.

Mr. Speaker, I also sympathize with the idea of other gen-
tlemen on the floor of this House who do not desire that the
lands of the Filipinos shall be exploited by corporations for
selfish and mercenary purposes, regardless of the interests of
the people of those islands. I will go as far as any other one
in saying that no single thing should be done that would in
any way exploit those islands at the expense of their people.
And, Mr. Speaker, our own history with regard to the govern-
ment of those islands from the time that they came into our
possession has been a sufficient answer to that. It has been in
no single act a selfish administration. It has not only been
generous in the extreme, but from first to last it has been
actuated by the highest motives.

But we are met to-day, Mr. Speaker, with a most astounding
proposition to an American citizen. We are asked here to-day,
as Representatives of the American people, to say that no Ameri-
can citizen shall be allowed to go to the Philippine Government
and buy there of the public lands 40 acres for fear that it will
result disastronsly to those islands and their people. If we
take that position, we must imagine that every American citizen
who may desire to go to those islands can go there only with
the most selfish and mercenary purposes.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman permit?

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. Does the gentleman state the proposition

glth entire accuracy? It is already the law that one can not
0 80.

Mr. TOWNER. With regard to these lands?

Mr, GARRETT. If nof, then the amendment of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr, OLMsTED] covers that.

Mr. TOWNER. The amendment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. OLmsTED] is offered for the purpose of applying to
this act that is contemplated to be passed, under the provisions
of which an American citizen will be prevented from acquiring
any part of these lands. Under the administration of the law
so far there has been nothing to prevent an American citizen
from acquiring a portion of these lands. 2

Mr. GARRETT. Under the administration of the Iaw, no.

Mr. TOWNER. And the interpretation of it. And if this
law is passed without this amendment the effect will be to pre-
vent any American citizen from going to the Philippine Islands
and acquiring 40 acres of that land.

ig;? MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
¥

Mr. TOWNER. Yes.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I want to call the attention of the
gentleman to a matter that escaped my notice for the time
being, and I think has escaped the notice of the committee. It
is the amendment adopted to the bill which provides that
unless the Philippine Government shall hereafter provide other-
wise by appropriate legislation, either generally or £s to any
specific tract or tracts, there shall be no such sale. We have
given the Philippine Legislature the power to sell this land
in any amount, under specific acts. Now, would the gentleman
agree with me that by that amendment, and the other amend-
ment if we adopt it, we give to American citizens the right to
purchase many more acres than 40 acres, and surround that
legislature with a lobby that they will be unable to resist?

Mr. TOWNER. I do not agree with the gentleman with
regard to the lobby that they would not be able to resist. My
imagination is not sufficient fo carry me to that extreme; but
I am not sure but the gentleman is right as to the effect of that
amendment, if it should become a part of the law.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. It has already been adopted, and
has become a part of this bill.

Mr. TOWNER. I am not so sure as to what will be the
effect of that law. Certainly the Members of this House, as it
seems to me, can not afford to vote down an amendment of this
kind. It is a reproach to American citizenship, to the manhocd
of America, that we will not allow an American citizen to buy
a part of American land, held under the American flag, for fear
of the ultimate consequences. It seems to me that to go to
such an extreme as that is not warranted under any circum-
stances.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I have only this much to say with regard
to this whole matter. Here is a little remnant of land consist-
ing of 125,000 acres. This consists of only a few plantations,
about 15 in number. It was proposed by the terms of this bill’
as originally presented that this land should not be disposed
of by the Philippine Government, except in 40-acre tracts, to an
individual. Now, if we adopt the amendment that has been
prepared, it proposes that the Philippine Government may dis-
pose of these lands as they may deem best in their own inter-
est, and to that I entirely agree. Gentlemen here are asking
this Congress to pass a law to give the Philippine Government
absolute independence, to allow them to dispose of 60,000,000
acres of the public land as they choose, and yet would withhold
from them, as this bill originally did, the right to dispose of
only 125,000 acres for fear that they would not do it in their
own interest; for fear that some lobby may surround them and
seduce them from acting with regard to the best interests of
their people. If the people of the Philippine Islands are not
now capable of protecting their own interests with regard fto
the disposition of 125,000 acres of land, I am unable to under-
stand how they ean be allowed to dispose of 60,000,000 acres of
land and undertake the entire government of the Philippine
Islands besides.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Is it not the understanding
of the gentleman that if this amendment is passed, perngittlng
every citizen of the United States to purchase land, it will not
be limited in its applieation to the remnant of these friar lands,
but will be applicable to all of the public domain?

Mr. TOWNER. That is my understanding, but I was speak-
ing generally of the bill as it was originally prepared. I have
never regarded this proposition with the seriousness that some
gentlemen do. I have not thought that it meant the exploita-
tion of the islands to allow these 15 estates that were left to
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be disposed of by the Philippine Government as it thought best.
Two million dollars remain unpaid of the debt incurred by the
Philippine Government for the purchase of these lands, and it
was thought that if they could be allowed to dispose.of this
remnant as they chose in these tracts as they originally existed
under the Spanish Government, that they would thus wipe out
the unpaid portion of their debt. Certainly no gentleman in
his own individual interest, having these lands to dispose of,
would think for a moment of disposing of them otherwise, but
that proposition is now cured by the amendment that has been
accepted and will become a part of the bill, and now we have
only left the consideration of this amendment. If this amend-
ment shall not be adopted this Congress will say that we dare
not trust an American citizen to purchase 40 acres of land in
the Philippine Islands without endangering the interests of the
people of those islands. I believe that reflection upon American
citizenship is unwarranted and unpatriotic, and therefore I
shall vote for the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania. [Applause.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment be concluded in 10 minutes,

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I will have to
object. I am a member of the committee and I would like to
speak on this amendment.
hnl{».[r. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to speak on the

Mr. JONES. I am not undertaking to interfere with the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr., Caumpacker]. I want to dis-
pose of the amendment, and I would like to ask the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Morse] how much time he desires.

Mr, MORSH of Wisconsin. Seven minutes.

Mr. JONES. Then, Mr. Speaker, I will modify my request.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana has been
recognized and is entitled to an hour.

Mr. JONES. I do not think the gentleman from Indiana
wishes to speak on the amendment. I am sure that he wants to
dispose of this amendment first and speak afterwards.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I beg to say that unless
there is some limit put wpon the debate of this amendment, I
must speak upon this question if I speak at all. The debate
has already taken a very broad range. I perhaps can occupy
as wide a range as I desire to in following the gentlemen who
have already spoken, but if a reasonable Jimit can be fixed on
this amendment I will be glad to give way.

AMr, JONES. Then, Mr, Speaker, I ask that all debate on this
amendment be closed in 20 minutes, 7 minutes to be used by the
gentleman from Wisconsin and the remainder be controlled
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania and myself.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Reserving the right to object,
Mr. Speaker, I would like to have the gentleman's request
specify that I may speak five minutes in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. JONES. I will give the gentleman from South Dakota
a part of my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks unan-
imous consent that debate on this amendment and substitute
be limited to 20 minutes, 7 minutes of that time to be used by
the gentleman from Wisconsin and 13 minutes to be controlled
and equally divided between himself and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, Orysten]. Is there objection? [After a
pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, it was my inten-
tion, when the amendment was first proposed by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, to vote for it, but after examining once
more the amendment which was adopted a week ago and which
became a part of the bill I feel that it would not be wise to
adopt the amendment. That amendment will be found on page
6413 of the Recomp. T will read it. You understand that this
is a bill providing for the disposition of the remainder of the
friar lands, and it puts them under the same law that applies
to the other public lands—no more than 40 acres to be sold to
an individual and no more than 2,500 acres to any corporation.
But we have adopted this amendment:

Amend, page 2, line 6, by inserting, after the word *islands,” the
following :

“ Unless the Philippine Government shall hereafter
wise by appropriate ?
tract or tracts.”

You see that takes away the 40-acre limit and the 2,500-acre
limit and leaves the matter to the Philippine Government, which
is composed of a lower and upper house, the upper house being
appointed by the President of the United States, and the gov-
ernor.

Mr. OLMSTED. But that only applies to friar lands.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Well, admitted that the amend-
ment applies only to the friar lands, we are legislating only as

ovide other-
egislation, either generally or as to any specific

to the friar lands. What are we legislating for? For the pur-
pose of preventing the acquisition of large tracts of land by in-
dividuals or corporations, either foreign or domestic. There is
no other end in view In this legislation—nothing whatever.

The charge has been made and amply proven that under the
administration of the law large tracts of land have been going
into the hands of certain people. I stated on the floor of the
House that the people who purchased them were at the time
of the purchase officers of the so-called Sugar Trust. That
statement was questioned by the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
I looked up fhe record and found I was correci. The hearings
do show that the gentlemen admitted that they owned them all,
and at the time of the purchase one of them at least was an
officer and the others stockholders in the American Sugar Re-
fining Co.—the so-called Sugar Trust.

Now, then, the object of this legislation is to terminate, for
the good of the Filipino people, the accumulation of large tracts
of land in single ownersghip, either corporate or individual.

I have here an amendment which I expect to offer, and to
offer which the Speaker has promised to recognize me, which,
if adopted, will, to my mind, make this bill of some value. If
it is not adopted, I can not see any use of passing this legisla-
tion, particularly in view of the fact that we have opened up
the subject even wider than it was opened before, because there
was always in these friar transactions a question of title.
There was always a question as to whether or not that land
had been legally acquired. It is true they had the opinion of
the Attorney General that it had been legally acquired, but as
I understand the situation there has been no court decision to
that effect and the title is still to that extent clouded.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Yes; for a short question.

Mr. TOWNER. That had reference merely to the interpreta-
tion of the law in=so far as it affected the limitation on the
lands, but there never has been any decision as to whether or |,
not it was a violation of the law—in other words, a fraud—for
individuals representing a corporation to procure lands that
were for the benefit of the corporation.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. That is probably true, but I do
not care anything about the theory. The facts are that indi-
viduoals did do that. These are the facts, and there is no man
in this House who will question them.

Mr., TOWNER. The point I make is that because they did
acquire the lands is no indication that they have any title, if
they acquired them in fraud, as I believe they did.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. That may be true, but we do not
want to continue that kind of title acquiring in the Philippine
Islands. Neither does anyone in this House want to continue
that policy which we, by this legislation, are trying to change.

If the amendment to which I am addressing my=self at this
moment be adopted and becomes a part of this law, then you
will put it within the power of the Philippine Government to
grant not only to the Filipinos but to the American Sugar Re-
fining Co., to Americans, and to anyone, individual or corpora-
tion, either there or here, land in any quantity that they may
see fit to sell to them. A corporation under that law could go
there and with the consent of the Philippine Government be
permitted to buy all of the rest of the friar lands, one hundred
and twenty-five thousand and odd acres. I say we would defeat
the very object of this legislation that we are trying to enact,
or, at least, we would put it within the power of the Govern-
ment of the Philippine Islands to defeat the object of this
legislation. Therefore, under those conditions, and in view of
the fact that this amendment has been adopted and has become
a part of the bill, I believe it is the duty of the Members of
this House to defeat that amendment. I believe if we could
arrange it so that 40 acres only could be acquired by an Amer-
ican citizen it would be a good amendment, because I think it
would be of value to the Philippine people to have a few Amer-
ican citizens go in there and show them how to farm—people,
for instance, from our States who are graduates of our agricul-
tural schools. If a few of them could go in there and show
them how to farm as we do in this country, it would be a very
good thing, and this would be a very valuable amendment; but
in view of the fact that the prior amendment has been adopted,
I feel certain of the fact that the safety of the islands and the
agrarian policy which we are trying there to establish would be
conserved by defeating the amendment of the gentleman from
Penngylvania.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. MorsE], I think, is not quite correct as to the effect of the
amendment adopted the other day, and the effect that this pend-
ing amendment would have if adopted. Nobody disputes the
proposition that American citizens may now purchase friar




6512

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

May 15,

lands. This bill, however, proposes to make the friar lands
subject to the same qualifications, restrictions, and conditions
as now are imposed by law upon the sale of public lands; and
it is contended that in the sale of public lands a citizen of the
United States may not purchase under the existing law. The
object of the pending amendment is simply to give to any
American citizen the same right that a native Filipino would
have to buy 40 acres of land. -

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I should not like to let go
anchallenged the statement of the gentleman from Iennsyl-
vania that no one now believes that Americans can purchase
the friar lands. Those of us who believe that the real intent
and spirit of the organic act was that the friar lands should
be subject to the same limitations as public lands do not be-
lieve now that an American citizen has the right to make a
purchase of the friar lands.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, T will accept the gentleman’s
statement, but the bill as it now stands, with the amendment
adopted one week ago to-day, provides that nobody can pur-
chase more than 40 acres of any kind of land belonging to the
Philippine Government, unless the Philippine Legislature shall
by legislation, hereafter to be enacted, permit him to buy more.
The upper branch of that legislature consists of nine members,
five Americans and four native Filipinos, while the lower
branch is compesed of Filipinos elected by the native Filipinos,
and there could be no legislation enacted without the consent
of both bodies.

Surely the gentleman from the Philippines himself and other
gentlemen who are willing to vote that they are ready now, or
will be very shorily, for self-government do not wish to vote in
support of the proposition that they can not themselves be
trusted to vote how many acres of land they will sell in any
particular tract? To vote that way, in my judgment, is to
' negative the proposition that they are now or will be for a
long time fitted for self-government. Unless that legislature,
one branch of which is wholly composed of native Filipinoes,
selected by Filipinos themselves, shall -vote otherwise, no man,
under this bill as it now stands, with the amendment adopted
last week, can buy more than 40 acres of land, and he has got
to live on it five years continuously. Now, the gentleman from
the Philippines did not observe the distinction between a resi-
dent and a citizen.

A man might go from Washington to the Philippine Islands
and remain there five or six years and become a resident of
the Philippines, but he would not be a citizen. He is not a
statutory citizen under the provisions of the organic act which
limits Philippine citizenship to native-born Filipinos and their
descendants, and, of course, it is impossible for a man to change
his ancestors. Therefore, unless we adopt this amendment
which is now pending, it will be impossible for an American
citizen to buy even 40 acres of any kind of land in the Philip-
pine Islands.

Mr. QUEZON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLMSTED. With pleasure.

Mr. QUEZON. Would the gentleman from Pennsylvania
like to accept this amendment, that those acquiring lands shall
become citizens of the Philippine Islands?

Mr. OLMSTED. That would not be germane to the bill be-
fore us. It is an entirely different subject. The law already
provides that a man purchasing 40 acres must live on it cou-
tinuously for five years, cultivate, and improve it. Mr, Speaker,
the gentleman from the Philippines said himself only one weelk
ago, as to the limitation of area, that he was in favor of this
smendment, and yet to-day he speaks nearly an hour in op-
position to it, and the reason he gives—

Mr. QUEZON. May I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

"Mr. QUEZON. I do not know I gave that impression here.
Personally I said this amendment ought not to be adopted, but
if the purpose of the amendment was to be secured and only
that purpose that I have no objection to it, but my fear is this
will give an opportunity to do certain things which are to be
deplored. :

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, that fear has come upon the
gentleman within the past week, for he distinetly said, and it is
here ‘in the Recorp, that personally he would have no objection
if the area were restricted. Now it is limited to 40 acres unless
the Filipinos themselves increase it, but they can do it under
this legislation only as fo the friar lands. Here is what he
gaid, printed on page 5703 of the Recorp:

Mr. Onmstep. Would the gentleman be willing to have this bill
amended so that citizens of the United States could purchase the
public lands?

Mr. QuEezox. Personngiv 1 would have no objection fo it, provided
the citizens of the United States shall be affected by the limitations of
the organic act as to area.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.
The gentleman from Virginia is recognized for six and a half
minutes.

Mr. JONES. Did the gentleman from South Dakota desire
some time? :

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I do not want to take up
the gentleman’s time, but I would like to have five minutes.

Mr., JONES. I will yield that time to the gentleman.

The SPEAKER. How much time did the gentleman from
Virginia yield?

Mr, JONES. Five minutes.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, the proposed
amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania is very pe-
culiarly drawn. It says that every citizen of the United States,
not “may” but “shall” be permitted to purchase lands in
the Philippine Islands. There is no limitation to the friar
lands, which is the subject of the legislation of this bill, It is
general in its language, and may apply as well to the public
domain of the Philippine Islands as to this remnant of the
friar lands. The provision of section 15 of the organic act
plainly contemplates that as to the miscellaneous public domain
of those islands it shall be disposed of only in small areas to
actual inhabitants or citizens of the islands, and very properly,
and yet this sort of legislative declaration by Congress would
operate, I think, as an amendment to that portion of the organic
act and would place a citizen of the United States in a posi-
tion of demanding the privilege of purchasing under the limita-
tions of this act a certain quantity of this land whether it was
the policy of the Government of the Philippine Islands to dis-
pose of it only to citizens of the islands or not. The amend-
ment therefore is very remarkable in its language, and I think
would work mischief for that reason if for no other. But my
objection to the legislation goes much deeper than the phrase-
ology of the amendment. I think it is fundamental to good
government in any country that the agricultural lands upon
which the primal industry of agriculture must be perfermed
ghould be disposed of only to citizens of the country having
the public domain. That is a condition of good government, a
principle which we have protected in our own affairs from the
foundation of the Government, and I have always considered
it was one of the best instances of the statesmanship of the
people of the United States that this policy ingrafted into the
homestead act of 1862 was adopted at a time when the tempta-
tion to dispose of our public land to large landholders was
very great.

One side of that great legislative controversy in 1862 con-
tended that the Nation's life was in peril and that vast areas
of the public domain ought to be disposed of at the greatest
possible price as an asset of the war to defend the Union. But
wiser and more farseeing statesmanship prevailed, and even
under the limitations of the necessities of the case the men of
that period adopted the policy that the public lands of the
United States should forever be disposed of in small quantities
to the actual home builder or empire maker who should go
in advance and lay the foundations of the citizenship of this
Republie. )

We are the trustees of these Filipino people, and we ought
not to ingraft upon them by legislation a policy we would not
adopt in the management of our own affnirs. And it is no
criticism of American citizenship to say that we, the trustees
of those people, in our legislative might and power will not
place upon them provisions that would force them to recognize
American citizens, or citizens of any other country than the
Philippines, in a right to purchase portions of their agricultural
lands. [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Curror). The gentleman
from Virginia [Mr, Joxes] has one minute and a half re-
maining.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, there is not one line or one word
in the bill before the House relating to who shall or shall not
acquire lands in the Philippine Islands. There is not a word
in this bill that relates to who may or may not purchase private
lands, public lands, or so-called friar lands.

The subject matter of the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLumsTEp] is absolutely foreign
to everything which is before the House in this bill. He seeks
through his amendment not to change anything in this bill; not
to change anything in the section of the law to which this bill
relates; but to amend in a most important particular the or-
ganic law of the Philippine Islands. For that reason, if for
none other, the House should vote down this amendment, for it
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has absolutely nothing to do with the subject matter of the bill
It is, however, an admission, notwithstanding that the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrmsTeEp] continually says that
there are only a few persons who hold that citizens of the
United States ean not acquire agricultural lands in the Philip-
pine Islands, that the law as it stands prohibits a citizen of
the United States from acquiring a single acre of the agricul-
tural public lands in the Philippine Islands, And it is because
the gentleman believes in his heart that the interpretation
placed upon this law, not only by the mincrity members of the
Insular Affairs Committee in the Sixty-first Congress, but by
Judge Madison and two others of the majority members of
that committee, is the correct interpretation that he seeks to
secure the adoption of this amendment. Now, I do not under-
stand——

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.
All time has expired.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The! SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania will
state it.

Mr, OLMSTED. The question is now on the substitute
amendment ?

The SPEAKER. The Chair was going to state that.

Mr. OLMSTED. If that is voted down there will have to be
a vote on the original amendment?

The SPEAKER, Yes.

Mr. OLMSTED. Then I will ask the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Jones] that his substitute be treated as an original
amendment so as to save two votes.

The SPEAKER. Unanimous consent is asked that the substi-
tute be treated as an original amendment.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
noes seemed to have it.

Mr. OLMSTED. Division, Mr. Speaker.

The House proceeded to divide; and during the division Mr,
OrymsTED raised the point of no guorum.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is not present. The
Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will
notify absentees, and the Clerk will call the roll. When the
names are called, those who are in favor of the substitute will
answer ‘“‘yea,” and those opposed will answer “nay.” Of
course the agreement is that the substitute shall be in place
of the original amendment. The Clerk will call the roll.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be again reported.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows:

Page 2, line 21, after the word * holdings,” insert: b r

““ Provided further, That any citizen of the United States shall be
Bﬁrmitted to purchase lands from the Philippine Government subject to

e limitations and restrictions of this act as hereby amended.”

Mr. GARNER: 1Is that a substitute?

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes; that is what we are about to vote on
now.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas G6, nays 156,
answered “ present ” 13, net voting 157, as follows:

Hamill Lafferty Page Smith, J. M. C.
Hamilton, W. Va. La Follette Peters Smith, N. Y.
Hard{ Lee, Ga. Post Stedman
Harrison, Miss. Lee, Pa. Pou Stephens, Miss,
Harrison, N. Y. Lenroot Prince Stephens, Tex.
Hay vy Rainey Stone
Hayden Lindbergh ‘Raker Sulzer
Helgesen Linthicum Rauch Sweet
Hensley Lloyd Rees Talcott, N. X.
Holland MeDermott Roberts, Nev. Taylor, Colo.
Howard MeGillicuddy Roddenbery Thayer
Hughes, Ga. Mucon Rothermel Thomas
Hull Maguire, Nebr. Rouse Townsend
Jackson Martin, Colo. Rubey Tribble
Jacoway Martin, 8. Dak. Rucker, Colo. Turnbull
Johnson, Ky, Moon, Tenn. Russell Underhill
Jones Morrizon Saunders Watkins
Kendall Morse, Wis. Shar White
Kinkead, N. J. Murray Sherley Wilson, N. Y.
Konlg Neeley Sherwood Wilson, Ia.
Konap Oldfield Sims Witherspoon
Kopp 0'Shaunessy Slayden Young, Kans,
Korbly TPadgett Small Young, Tex.
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—13.
Beall, Tex. Gillett MeCall Tilson
Browning Hobson MecMorran
Davenport Houston Bmith, Tex.
Dwight Langley Talbott, Md.
NOT VOTING—15T,

Ainey Estopinal Lamb Richardson
Allen Fairchild Langham Riordan
Andrus Farr Lawrence Robinson
Anthony Fields Legare Rodenber
Ayres Flood, Va. Lever Rucker, Mo.
Barchfeld Floyd, Ark. Lewis Babath
Bartholdt Fornes Lindsay Scally
Bates Gardner, N. J.- Littlepage Bells
Berger George Littleton Shackleford
Bradley Glass Lobeck Sheppard
Broussard Godwin, N. C Longworth Simmons
Brown Goeke McCoy Bisson
Burgess Goldfogle McHenry Slemp
Burke, 8. Dak. Grabam Mc¢Kellar Sloan
Burleson Green, Towa Maher Bmith, Cal,
Burnett Gudger Mays Sparkman
Calder Guernsey Miller Speer
Campbell Hamlin Mondell Stack
Cantrill Hammond Moon, Stanley
Carlin Hanna Moore, Pa. Stephens, Nebr.
Clark, Fla, Hardwick Moore, Tex. Bulloway

laypool augen Moss, Ind. Switzer
Clagton Hawley Moit Taggart
Collier Hayes Murdock Taylor, Ala.
Conry Heflin Nelson Taylor, Ohio
Covington Helm Norris Underwood
Cox, Ind. ., Henry, Tex, Palmer Utter
Cox, Ohio Hinds Parran Vare
Cravens Howland Patten, N. Y, Warburton
Curley Hubbard Patton, Pa. Webb
Currier Hughes, N. J. FPepper £ Weeks
Danforth Hughes, W. Va. Pickett Whitacre
Davidson Humphrey, Wash. Plumley Wickliffe
Davis, W. Va. Humphreys, Miss, Porter Wilder
Dent James Pray ‘Wilson, IIL
Dickson, Miss, Johnson, 8. C Pujo Wood, N. J.
Dixon, Ind. ent Randell, Tex Woods, Iowa
Draper Kindred Ransdell, La,
Dupré Kitehin Reilly
Dyer Lafean Reyburn

8o the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following pairst
For the session:
Mr. Forxes with Mr. BRADLEY,-
Mr. RiorpAN with Mr. ANDREWS.

YEAS—GG.
Ames Fuller MecCreary Redfield
Austin Gardner, Masd.  MecGuire, Okla,  Roberts, Mass.
Bowman Greena, Mass, McKenzie Smith, Saml, W.
Bulkley Griest McKinley Steenerson
Burke, Pa. Hamilton, Mich. MecKinney Stephens, Cal.
Butler Harris McLaughlin Sterling
Cannon Hartman Madden Stevens, Minn,
Catlin Heald Malby Thistlewood
Crago Henry, Conn. Mann . Towner
Crumrncker Higgins Matthews Tuattle
Dalzell Morgan Volstead
De Forest Howell Needham Vreeland
Dodds Kahn Nf‘e Wedemeyer
Driscoll, M. E. Kennedy Olmsted Willis
Focht Kinkaid, Nebr. Payne Young, Mich,
Fordney Knowland Powers
Foss Lound Prouty

NAYB—156.
Adair Borland Daugherty Ferris
Adamson Brantley Davis, Minn. Finley
Alken, 8. C. Buchanan Denver Fitzgerald
Akin, N. Y. Burke, Wis. Dickinson Foster
Alexander Byrnes, 8. C. Dies Fowler
Anderson, Minn. Byrns, Tenn. Difenderfer Francis
Anderson, Ohio  Callaway Donohoe French
Ansherr{ Candler Doremus Gallagher
Ashbroo Carter Doughton arner
Barnhart Cary Driscoll, D. A, Garrett
Bartlett Cline Edwards Good
Bathrick Connell Ellerbe Goodwin, Ark.

. Bell, Ga. Cooper Esch Gould

Blackmon Copley Evans Gray
Boehne Cullop Faison Gregg, Pa.
Booher Curry Fergusson Gregg, Tex.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr,

Grass with Mr. SLEwmp.
Honsox with Mr. FArrcHILD. .
CorLrier with Mr. Woops of Iowa.

Until further notice:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

WickriFFE with Mr. StMMoONS.

Cox of Ohio with Mr. Tayror of Ohio.

Wese with Mr. REYBURN.

Roeinsoxy with Mr. Smite of California,

StePHENS of Nebraska with Mr. Pray.

Sapat with Mr. PLUMLEY,

Ruckesr of Missouri with Mr. Woop of New Jersey.
Ricaarpsox with Mr. Wirson of Illinois.

ReEmry with Mr. VARE.

McKEeLLAR with Mr. YWARBURTON.

LoBeck with Mr. SWITZER.

McCoy with Mr. TUTTER.

LEvEr with Mr. SPEER.

LEGARE with Mr. PICKETT.

Sarrra of Texas with Mr. ParToN of Pennsylvania.
Kircaiy with Mr. NELSON.

Humrareys of Mississippi with Mr. Morr.
HucHES of New Jersey with Mr. Mooge of Pennsylvania.
Henry of Texas with Mr. MoNDELL,

HerFrax with Mr. MILLER.

GrAHAM with Mr. LAWRENCE,

GorproGLE with Mr, LAFEAN,

GEORGE with Mr. KENT, :
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. Froyp of Arkansas with Mr. HumpaREY of Washington.
Froop of Virginia with Mr. HUBBARD.

Dyurrt with Mr. HAYES.

. Dicksox of Mississippl with Mr. HAUGEN.
DENT with Mr. HANNA,

. Davis of West Virginia with Mr. GUERNSET.
. CurtEY with Mr. Greex of Towa.

. Dixox of Indiana with Mr. Gaspxes of New Jersey.
Cox of Indiana with Mr. Foss.

. CovingroN with Mr, DyEr,

. CLaYToN with Mr. CURRIER.

. CArniN with Mr. CALDER.

. CANTRILL with Mr. BARTHOLDT.

. BurNETT with Mr., BARCHFELD,

. BurrLEsoN with Mr. AINEY.

. LitTierAGE with Mr. Murpock.

. Gupcer with Mr. Huenes of West Virginia.
. GoERE with Mr. HOWLARD.

. GopwiN of North Carolina with Mr. Hixps.
. Jouxsox of South Carolina with Mr. GILLETT.
RanpeLL of Texas with Mr, SeLus.

. Moss of Indiana with Mr. SLoAN.

. Davexport with Mr. Burge of South Dakota.
LirrieroN with Mr. DwicHT.

Tarporr of Maryland with Mr. PARRAN,

. JAmEs with Mr. McCarL,

. HELm with Mr. RODENBERG.

. BEALL of Texas with Mr. HAWLEY.
Harpwick with Mr. CAMPBELL.

. SPARKMAN with Mr. DAvIDSON,

. S1sson with Mr. TiLsoN.

. SgEPPARD with Mr. BaTes.

. MAxys with Mr. THISTLEWOOD,

ALLEN with Mr., LONGWORTH.

. FreLps with Mr. LANGLEY,

. PeppeEr with Mr. WiILDER.

. Pugo with Mr. McMoRRAN.

. Parmer with Mr. SULLOWAY.

. Crark of Florida with Mr. DANFORTH.

. Kixprep with Mr. PorTER.

. Hovstox with Mr. Moox of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Scurny with Mr. BROWNING.

From May 11, one week:

Mr. BrRowxN with AMr. LANGHAM, =

From May 3, two weeks:

Mr. SHACKLEFORD with AMr. DRAPER.

April 17 to May 21:

Mr. Burcess with Mr. WEEKS.

May 15 to May 25:

Mr. Staniey with Mr. ANTHONY.

Mr. KENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I am paired with the gentle-
man from Indiana, Mr. Dixox, but I am sure he would vote
in the negative if he were here, and I withdraw my pair, and
‘-ote ol my.l!

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the gentleman’s name.

The Clerk called the name of Mr. KENDALL, and he answered
in the negative, it

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. A quorum is present. The Doorkeeper will
open the doors.

Mr. CRUMPACKER rose.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CruM-
PACKER] is recognized for one hour.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak in opposi-
tion to the bill now before the House for consideration, I was
unable to be present on last Calendar Wednesday or on the Cal-
endar Wednesday before, and I did nof hear the arguments
made for and against the measure on those days; but I have
read every speech upon the question that has been published
in the Rrcorn. I feel justified in saying a few words in this
connection in relation to the amendment that was just voted
down by the House, an amendment proposing to give American
citizens the right to make homestead entries in the Philippine
Islands under the organic law and in accordance with the con-
ditions and limitations therein contained. Some seem to believe
that a citizen of the United States residing in the islands is not
allowed to locate upon and become the owner of a homestead
of 40 acres of the public lands, simply because the law does not,
by express terms, make him a citizen of the Philippine Govern-
ment. My individual judgment is that citizens of the United
States residing in the Philippine Islands are citizens of the
Philippine Government within the meaning of the homestead
law. This Government holds sovereign power over the Philip-
pine Archipelago, and the title to the public lands in the archi-
pelago is in the United States. Those islands were rescued

from Spanish oppression by American valor, by the shedding of
American blood. The Constitution of the United States declares
that every person born within the Unifed States or naturalized
therein is a citizen of the United States and a citizen of the
State where he resides. Territory within the jurisdiction of
this Government is a State within the citizenship provision of
the Constitution, and a citizen of the United States is a citizen
of the islands under the flag while he resides in the islands. It
ig to me an absurd proposition to say that even the soldiers who
fought under the flag in conquering Spanish authority in the
archipelago do not possess the poor privilege of becoming
residents of the islands and of taking up homesteads of 40
acres of land, on condition that they shall improve, cultivate, and
live on the lands for five years, and upon the further condi-
tion that they shall not sell or encumber their holdings during
that period. I voted for the amendment proposed by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrLmsTEp] to remove all pos-
gible doubt about the question in the minds of some Members
and not because I thought there was any doubt about it
myself.

Mr. Speaker, this whole friar-land question, it seems to me,
has been enshrouded with a great deal of confusion and mis-
understanding. It has been badly obfuscated. There is an at-
tempt here to make a mountain out of a molehill. The bill
presents a simple business question respecting the change of
the law for the disposition of the remaining friar lands. In
the course of the discussion some gentlemen who have spoken
have taken occasion to cast reflections upon the administration
of the Philippine Government, and particularly the administra-
tion of the public lands. We heard those same criticisms a
year or two ago, and the last Congress authorized an investiga-
tion of the administration of public lands in the islands. That
investigation was made by the Committee on Insular Affairs.
It was exhaustive, it was thorough, it was impartial; and the
result was that the administrative officers in the Philippines
were absolutely vindicated. I will quote a paragraph of the
report of the committee conduncting that investigation from
the summary :

We find that the administration of lands in the Philippine Islands
has been fairly and honestly conducted, and that the charges and ln-
sinuations to the contrary which have been made against the officials

charged with the execution of the laws in relation thereto, whether
officers of the Philippine Government or of the United States, are un-

| warranted and unjust.

That report was made by eight members of the majority and
one of the minority of the committee, and the findings were
concurred in by four other members in separate statements.
The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Rucker], of the minority,
made a supplemental statement in which he said:

I fully concur in the foregoing report as far as it but I
desire toymnke the Ioll.owin; add[ti%nalps‘)uggestion. i

Three other members of the committee, Messrs. HusBarp of
Towa, Davis of Minnesota, and Mapisox of Kansas, submitted
supplemental views, in which they said:

The committee has fully discharged its duty to make a complete
and thorough Investigation of the interior department of the Philippine
Islands with regard to the administration of Philippine lands, and we
concur in the findings of the foregoing, that there have been no sales of
Philippine lands in violation of law, and that the officials having in
charge the execution of the land laws of the Philippines have bLeen
honest and conscientious. They are not in our judgment subject to
censure. Their task has not been an easy one. They have had many
burdens laid upon them, not the least of which has been the interpre-
tation of the provisions of the act of 1902, providing a clvil govern-
ment for the Philippines with regard to the lands they were ad-
minisgering.

Five out of nineteen members of the committee dissented.

I submit that no fair-minded man ean go through the history
of that investigation and read the testimony taken without
reaching the conclusion that the handling of public lands in
the islands constitutes as clean a page as can be found in all
the annals of American administration.

It is an easy thing to criticize, an easy thing to find fault
with conditions that exist 10,000 miles away, but it is difficalt
sometimes to disprove charges and insinuations against faith-
ful public officers. My belief is that Congress ought to defer
largely to the judgment and the fidelity of the men who have
been selected to administer affairs in the Philippine Archi-
pelago, men who are on the ground, men who know infinitely
more than we can know respecting social, economie, and politi-
eal conditions there and of the needs and wants of the in-
habitants.

It seems to me we make a grave mistake when we undertake
to legislate respecting defails from American standards against
the judgment and over the protest of those who are on the
ground and charged with the responsibility of administration.
How many Members of this House have personal knowledge
of the conditions that prevail in the Philippines?
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I undertake to say, Mr. Speaker, that the organic act has
been interpreted and applied by the Philippine Government
exactly as it was enacted by Congress, exactly as Congress
intended it should be interpreted and applied. It was made by
a Congress that was thoroughly familiar with conditions exist-
ing at that time and the reasons for the purchase of the friar
lands and the manner of their disposition.

When this Government secured control of the archipelago
under the Paris freaty there came to the United States some-
thing over 60,000,000 acres of public lands. Under that freaty
the title to those lands was vested in the Government of the
United States. When we came to make the organic law for
the civil government of the islands, we made careful provision
for the disposition of the public lands for the benefit of the
people of the islands, In the course of my remarks when I
refer to the “ public lands” I mean those lands the title to
which was vested in. the United States by the Paris treaty, and
when I refer to the lands purchased of the religious orders I
shall designate them as * friar lands.”

Congress outlined its land policy for the islands in the.pro-
visions in the organic law for the disposition of the public
lands. It established the homestead policy and surrounded it
with safeguards to prevent exploifation more effectually than
was ever done for the protection of the public lands in this
country. Limitations were fixed so there could be no * dummy "
entries, as has been the case under the land laws at home. If
any criticism can be justly made against the Philippine land
laws it is that they are so rigid as to retard development., No
opportunities were left open to speculators and exploiters.

But the mistake has been made by Members of the House in
the discussion of this question in failing to discriminate between
the public lands and the friar lands. Because some unoccupied
friar lands have been sold in large tracts Members have spoken,
protesting vigovously and vehemently against the exploitation
of the public lands of the islands.

The distinguished gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. CooPER]
awhile ago quoted a statement from the report of Mr. Taft
when he was Secretary of War, declaring that he was not in
favor of using or permitting the use of the public lands in the
Philippine Islands for sugar raising.

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I will yield for a question.

Mr. TOWNER. Was it not said in the quotation from Mr.
Taft that he placed his disapproval upon the exclusive use of
the public lands for sugar raising?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is the point I was coming to;
he said he was not in favor of the exclusive use of all the lands
for sugar raising, and he gave sound reasons for his objections.
Is there anybody in this House or in this country advocating
the exclusive use of the public lands of the islands for sugar
plantations? Why, the entire area of the friar lands was only
400,000 acres as against over 060,000,000 acres of the public
lands that ean not be exploited; that can nol be sold excepting
under rigid limitations and conditions. Mr., Taft in that report,
and in a number of other reports, recommended the establish-
ment of a number of medern sugar mills in the islands. He
said it would promote development; that it would be an object
lesson fo the natives; that it would stimulate enterprise and
activity along right lines. Much of the friar lands was in
small tracts, in possession of tenants. They were largely occu-
pled, and the law requires that the tenants shall have the first
right to purchase their holdings. The unoccupied and unim-
proved lands are those over which the controvery arises. Sup-
pose the Government should sell all of the unoccupied friar
lands in large tracts for the purpose of sugar production, would
it amount to an exploitation of the public lands—200,000 acres
out of 60,000,000 acres? Every objection that has been made to

* the sale of the unoceupied friar lands in large tracts is more
than answered in the fact that there can be no oppression, no
condition approaching serfdom, because if the natives do not
care to work in the sugar mills there are 60,000,000 acres of
public lands open to homesteads on easy terms and at a nominal
cost.

It is the experience of sugar producers in the Tropics that
one who goes to the expense of constructing a modern sugar
mill must have several thousand aeres upon which to produce
cane, because reliance upon small farms for a cane supply is
too precarious. The average sugar plantation in control of
mill owners in Cuba is above 15,000 acres. Public lands in
the Philippines can not be sold in larger tracts than 40 acres
to an individual or 2,500 acres to a corporation. The public
lands ean be bought for $2 an acre, but no one would under-
take to build a sugar mill on 40 acres of land, or on even 2,500
acres. The San Jose tract, which was sold to the Havemeyer
syndicate, was surrounded with public lands equally as fertile,

and which were for sale at $2 an acre. The San Jose tract
sold for over $6 an acre, because it contained a number of
thousand acres. If it could only have been sold in 40-acre
tracts, it would have taken 50 years to dispose of if, and then
it could not have sold for more than the public lands were
offered for.

Discrimination must be made between the sale of public
lands for homesteads, in 40-acre tracts, at $2 an acre, and the
sale of large areas of unoccupied friar lands for sugar mills,
at from $6 to $25 an acre. Digcrimination must be made
between the policy of selling the public lands at a small price
for the encouragement of agriculture and the policy of selling
the friar lands for the purpose of creating a fund with which
to pay the bonds given for their purchase.

There has been much said about absentee landlordism, and
it has been declared that it was the object of the Government
in taking over the lands of the religious orders to break up the
large tracts into small holdings. There was no such purpose
in the mind of Congress in providing for the purchase of those
lands. No one had any such idea. There was a condition,
which has been referred to in the course of this debate, involy-
ing a bitter enmity on the part of the tenants of the friar lands
against the friars themselves. It was not a matter of absentee
landlordism, because the landlords were on the ground and the
cause of the trouble. It was not a question of buying up large
tracts of land with a view of cutting them up into small hold-
ings, because there was no objection whatever to the quantity
of land held by the religious orders, as there was an abundance
of public land that natives could locate upon and use without
interference. There were two large tracts, aggregating about
110,000 acres—the San Jose estate, which was purchased by
Poole for the New York syndicate, and the Isabela estate—
which were wholly unoccupied and unimproved, that it was
not the intention of the Government to buy at all, beciause they
were in no way the subject of friction or trouble. They were
the largest tracts held by the friars, but they had no tenants.

I am authorized by President Taft to say that after the
passage of the organic law he made a voyage to Rome with
the view of negotiating for the purchase of the friar lands,
and his first proposition was to exclude the San Jose and the
Isabela estates from consideration altogether, as there was no
need of buying those lands, because they were untenanted and
the source of no trouble whatever.

If that proposition had been accepted, the title to the San
Jose estate in Mindoro and the title to the Isabela estate in
northern Luzon would have remained in the religious orders,
and they could have sold both estates, even to the Havemeyers,
without let or hindrance. But the representative of the friars
very naturally refused to consider any proposition that did not
include those large estates, so the Philippine Government was
compelled to buy them in order to secure the lands that were
held by tenants and about which the trouble existed.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. For a question in that connection.

Mr. JONES. Then why was it that he did not buy the large
estate on the Pasig River of 8,000 acres, which belonged to the
friars, and that was very densely populated?

Mr, CRUMPACKER. There seemed to have been no trouble
about that tract, and there has been no trouble there since.

Mr. JONES. Oh, there was frouble there.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I am not ready to accept the gentle-
man’s statement on that question. There has been no trouble
over that estate. The small—or, as the gentleman calls it, the
large—estate of 8,000 acres was kept by the friars for their
own use, The basis of all difficulty between the friars and the
tenants was agrarian and political. The friars were the parish
priests in the islands, very largely, and they had absolute po-
litical authority in all municipalities in their several parishes.
Mr. Taft described them in his statement before the committee
as “ Spanish policemen.” The tenants were all devout Catholics.
The friars collected rents from the fenants and used them for
carrying on certain functions that pertained fo the religious
orders as such. In addition they imposed substantial exactions
upon the tenants for the purpose of raising further funds to
carry on the work of the church; and the tenants fook the view
that while the title to the lands was in the religious orders,
they held the land in trust for the church, and that the rents of
the lands should go to the maintenance of the church instead of
to educational and other uses outside. They came to look upon
those priests as the personification of all that was arbitrary
and despotic in Spanish administration. I will quote briefly
from Mr. Taft's statement. He said:

There is another question connected with the friars that is far wider
in importance because it affects tse whole archipelngo. That is the
uestion of the friars’' return to their parishes. The people are Catho-
‘llics, and they are fond of their church, and the church is a great part
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of their life. Th have thelr flestas, and the church takes in
almost every tnm:eti {l md they have no
leave the church. ’I‘hat they shoulﬂ ave such a deep feeling of hosﬂ.lti'g

:g:inst those persons who would administer the sacraments of
h—and they love the chureh itself —indicates that there was a
very deep reason for their hostility. It would be found in the political
power that the friars exercised in the last 50 years, They were the
Bl O g onct, P PN, T RS
l: tge people for ever act otpu ppression, indﬁ!dual Oor gene: hich
might be charged to the Bpanish Government.

That statement explains clearly the source of the trouble
and the necessity of the Government securing control of the
occupied lands fo avoid conflict.

In 1806 there was an uprising among the tenants, and the
priests were driven from their parishes. Upward of 50 of
them were killed and 300 and over were put into prison. When
the United States secured control of the islands, after peace
had been established, following the Paris treaty, our Govern-
ment was bound to protect the religious orders in the enjoy-
ment of their property. The Philippine Commission knew that
if proceedings were instituted to compel the tenants to pay
rent to the friars for the lands it meant conflict; it meant
insurrection and bloodshed. There is no way of estimating the
sacrifice of human life and treasure that might have resulted
in suppressing such an outbreak. Furthermore, it was of vital
importance to assure the natives of our friendship and un-
selfish purposes in administering their affairs.

So it was decided that it would be cheaper and better from
every standpoint to buy the lands and solve ‘the difficult and
ugly problem in that way, and Congress authorized the Philip-
pine Government to make the purchase and issue bonds to raise
the purchase money. Some have contended that the limitations
contained in section 15 of the organic act were intended to
apply to the friar lands, but I believe that no lawyer can care-
fully read that act and study the conditions under which it was
made without reaching the eonclusion that those conditions
and limitations were never intended to apply to the sale of the
friar lands. Those conditions and limitations were peculiarly
adapted to a homestead poliey. It might as well be said that
if the Government of the United States should buy, say, 6,000
acres of land in this counfry for a rifle range and it should
afterwards conclude to abandon the rifle range that the home-
stead laws would at once attach to the land. Those limita-
tions were never intended to apply to the friar lands, because
they are not adapted to public lands which have been aequired
by purchase with the intention of selling them for enough to
pay the purchase money. I expect to demonstrate before I
finish my remarks that the friar lands were not intended by
Congress to be sold under the homestead laws. I assert that
there has been no public officer who has given an opinion upon
the question who has not decided unequivecably that the limita-
tions in section 15 and other homestead sections of the law
do not apply to the friar lands. The law officer in the burean
of public lands in the Philippine Islands gave that opinion first.

The attorney general of the Philippine Islands, a native
and an able lawyer, gave the same opinion, and later on, in con-
neetion with the San Jose estate, the Attorney General of the
United States gave the same opinion. In the investigation
made by the Committee on Insular Affairs in the last Con-
gress all but 5 members of the committee out of 19, after a
thorough and exhaustive investigation of the facts and the law,
declared unequivocally that the conditions and limitations eon-
tained in section 15 did not and were not intended to apply to
the friar lands. The organic aet passed the Senafe first. The
Senate placed no limitation upon the quantity of friar lands
that might be sold to a single individual, excepting that ten-
ants should have the first right to buy their own holdings.
The Senate bill authorized the Philippine Commission to make
rules and regulations for the lease and other disposition of the
public lands and required the commission to report those rules
and regulations to the President for his approval, and if the
President approved them that they should be submitted to Con-
gress, and if Congress failed to amend or disapprove them at
the following session they became law, but the Senate bill de-
clared that a single homestead of public Iands should not con-
tain more than 40 acres, or its equivalent, in hectares. That
was the only limitation in the bill. In another chapter, dis-
connected altogether from the public-land provisions, the bill
took up the question of the friar lands and authorized their
purchase and sale. It provided fhat those lands should be
sold or disposed of in such manner as the Philippine Govern-
ment might determine. They were not required to make rules
and regulations for the disposition of the friar lands and send
them back here for approval. The bill provided, however, that
those lands should not be sold for less than the purchase price,
an important thing to bear in mind. Furthermore, it provided

that the proceeds of the lands should constitute a sinking fund
for the purpose of paying the prineipal and the interest of the
bonds issued for their purchase and that the inferest om de-
ferred payments for lands should be the same as the interest
on the bonds. It was a simple business proposition for the
Government to buy the lands to get rid of a troublesome ques-
tion with the express intention of selling them first to the ten-
ants, then the unoccupied portions to others for money enough
to discharge the debt incurred in their purchase. The lands
cost the Government $7,000,000. That looks like a small sum
to the United States. Did you ever stop fo reckon, Mr. Speaker
aild gentlemen of the House, how much that would be equiva-
lent to here, considering our business and financial operations

‘and the population and the per capita wealth of the two

countries? Seven million dollars against the Philippine Gov-
ernment would amount to more than $700,000,000 against the
United States. There are $2,000,000 of the bonds yet to be
paid. It is a trifle; it is but a mere bagatelle from our stand-
point; but we are not paying the money out of our own
Treasury.

It is to be paid by the sweat and toil of the people of the
Philippine Islands, and $2,000,000 is more for them to pay than
$200,000,000 would be for the Government of the United States
to pay. Congress concluded that the lands ought to pay the
cost of their purchase.

It has been said that no one had in mind the sale of the lands
for enough to pay the bonds. Mr. Taft, in explaining the situa-
tion fo the Committee on Insular Affairs in 1902, said:

What I mean Is, If we buy the lands we put the title of the Govern-
ment between the friars and the sum:ment "’f“’ ion ot the ln.nds,
and that then the Government may, b erms to the tenants,

enable the tenants, yments strung over a long number o! ears, to
become the owners o e land. The payments can be a s that
not much more than the rent would nevertheless p for the d.

in that way I think ths insular
whole or nmr]{ "

adopted in the bill Lntroduwd b
ment of a s fund out of
the tenants to meet the bonds.

These who say that we were not to treat this matter, in a
measure, as a business proposition, and were to pay no regard
to the sale of the lands with a view of discharging the bonds,
know little about the considerations that prompted Congress to
authorize the purchase and sale of the lands.

Mpr. Taft, in discussing the unoeceupied San Jose and Isabella
estates, was asked by Mr. WirLiams, of Mississippi, now Sen-
ator, then a member of the Committee on Insular Affairs, if
there was any necessity for the purchase of those two tracts.
Mr. Taft said:

No; the same necessity would not exist for the purchase of the Min-
doro tract and the Cagayan tract. The Mindoro traet is a tract used
for eattle only, and in a part of the islands where there are practically
no tenants, and where there is no feeling one way or the other, and so
probably it would be the same with the Cagayan Valley.

It was expected that the lands would be sold for money enough
to relieve the people ¢. the islands of the burden of debf that
they had incurred in their purchase, and everybody knows that
they could not be sold for any such price under the conditions
and limitations contained in section 15 that were in their very
nature adapted to a homestead policy.

The Senate put no limitation on the gquantity of the friar
lands that conld be sold to any one individual, excepting that
which goes along with a provision that the occupants should
have the first right to buy their holdings. When the bill came up in
the House the genfleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes], who was
then a member of the Committee on Insular Affairs—as a mat-
ter of fact, he is one of the charter members of that eommittee—
realizing that there was no limitation on the friar lands, offered
an amendment which appears on page 7443 of volume 35 of the
Recorp, part 8, limiting the amount of friar lands that could be
sold to one person. The House bill fixed 16 hectares, or 40
acres, as the size of a homestead of public lands.

The gentleman did not provide in his amendment that the
same limitation should apply to the friar lands, but he proposed
a limit of 40 hectares, or 100 acres, for those lands. He spoke
in support of his amendment against the danger of monopoliz-
ing the lands unless there was some limit placed upon the
amount that could be sold to one individual. Other speeches
were made for and against the amendment. The gentleman
froin Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer], who was then chairman of the
Committee on Insular Affairs, took part in the debate. He
opposed the amendment and said there was a distinetion be-
tween the friar lands and the publie lands, and that limitations
adapted fo the public lands might not be applicable to the friar
lands.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman permit a question just
there?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. A question; yes.

vernme.nt coul
lan proposed
r. COOPER contam‘platea the establish-
e proceeds of the sales of the lands to
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Mr. JONES. The gentleman has referred to the fact that I
offered an amendment. The gentleman knows, of course, that
section 16, to which I offered the amendment, did not contain
the words “subject to the limitations and conditions of this
act,” which are now in the organic act. That is true, is it not?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I understand that. If the gentleman
will give me the time I will explain that proposition, and I
think I can make it clear.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman has quoted from me. If he will
read a little further down he will find I used these identical
words—

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I hope the gentleman will not quote
from the Recorp, as my time is short.

Mr. JONES. I will yield the gentleman the time.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. If the gentleman will secure me an
extension of time I will yield.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
CrumpPAcker] decline to yield?

Mr. JONES. The gentleman has agreed to yield.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. On condition.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman will find if he will read my
remarks on that amendment I used these words:

The result will be that the lands will become a gart of the publie

lands of the islands and will be disposed of as this bill proposes those

publie lands will be disposed of.
' That is what I always contended.

Mr, CRUMPACKER. The public lands could not be sold in
larger tracts than 40 acres, and the gentleman proposed to sell
the friar lands in 100-acre tracts. The Capitol Grounds are
public lands of the United States; but does that mean that they
are homestead lands or that they are salable? All lands the
title of which is vested in the Government are public lands.

Mr. Lacey, of Iowa, who was then chairman of the Committee
on the Public Lands in the House, and who, I think, was more
familiar with the land laws than any other man in either
branch of Congress, spoke against the Jones amendment, in-
sisting that the question of the amount of friar lands that
could be sold to one individual should be left with the Philip-
pine Commission, who were on the ground and knew better than
Congress could know what was best to do in that respect. The
Jones amendment was beaten by a vote of 63 to 33.

The House knew there was no limitation in the bill upon the
amount of friar lands that could be gold to one person, and after
full discussion, by &4 vote of almost two to one, decided that
there should be no such limitation, but that that question should
be left to the discretion of the Philippine Government.

After the bill passed the House it went to conference, and
concessions were made and the act of July 1, 1902, was the
result. The Senate consented to the striking out of the pro-
vision that the friar lands should not be sold for less than the
cost price. The House took the position that while it was ex-
pected that the lands would sell for enough to cover the bonds,
yet it might be necessary in some instances to pay more than
the lands were worth, and if that hard-and-fast provision were
left in the bill it might defeat the sale of some tracts altogether,
so it was decided to leave that question also to the discretion
of the Philippine Government,

“The conditions and limitations™ in the friar land sections
of the act referred to such conditions and limitations only as
were applicable to lands that were bought and held with the
expectation that they would be sold for enough to pay the pur-
chase price. *“The conditions and limitations” meant those
that were applicable. It was not the intention of Congress to
import conditions and limitations into the friar land sections
that were only applicable to a homestead policy. Everyone at
all familiar with the situation knows that the friar lands could
not have been sold for the purchase price under the publie-land
provisions at all.

All those problems have been fully investigated, and every
public officer, every law officer, who carried the responsibilities
of his oath of office, has upheld the Philippine Government in
its disposition of the friar lands. I remember that when we
entered upon the investigation in the last Congress the late
Judge Madison announced, in the presence of the.committee,
that he was strongly inclined to believe that the friar lands
should be disposed of under the conditions and limitations pro-
vided for the disposition of the public lands.

His mind was open to conviction, however, and before the
close of the investigation he became convinced that his original
impression was wrong. He declared unequivocally that there
was not a court of respectable standing in America that would
not hold that the conditions and limitations that are peculiarly
adapted to the homestead policy were not applicable to the
disposition of friar lands, and_it was never the intention of
Congress that they shoulg be so applied.

The question is reduced to one of policy. Seventy per cent
in point of value and 60 per cent in quantity of the friar lands
have already been sold. Every foot of land sold has brought
the cost price, plus the accumulated interest, together with the
cost of administration. The sales have aggregated about
$5,000,000. The tenants, who were the principal purchasers,
bought in good faith under the law and paid for their lands,
and it is now proposed to provide that the balance, the remain-
ing 30 per cent of the lands, shall be practically given away.
Is that fair and just to the taxpayers of the islands? Is it
fair and just to the thousands of tenants who have bought and
paid the full value for their lands? There may be 125,000 acres
of unoccupied land yet unsold, The occupied lands are in
small areas, as a rule, some of them a half acre, some an acre,
some even 125 or 130 acres. They are substantially all dis-
posed of. Each tenant took his holding and paid the price for
it that the Government had to pay, with interest and the cost
of surveying and administration.

If the Congress will permit the Philippine Government to
continue under the policy so clearly and definitely embodied in
the organic law, it will be only a comparatively short time until
the balance of the friar lands will be disposed of and complete
provision made for the payment of all the bonds, and that epi-
sode in the history of the Government will be a closed incident.

I refer again to the talk about absentee landlordism. If the
friars had been absent from the islands there would have been
no difficulty; there would have been no friction. There is no
purpose or intention to exploit the public lands, but it is the
intention to dispose of them in accordance with the organic act.
If we close the door in the Philippines against American money
and American enterprise, how can we hope that there will be
any development in that fertile country? The eloquent genile-
man from the islands [Mr. QUEzox] seems to be living in con-
tinual fear of Americanizing the islands. He opposes every
proposition that looks toward American enterprise and the in-
vestment of American capital and the extension of American
influence there. He has in mind immediate independence of
the people of the Philippines.

Let me ask how in the name of common sense can those
people be fitted for independence until the agencies of thrift
and enterprise are at work, until there is substantial industrial
freedom, and economic independence among the people. Our
administration has done a great work in the archipelago. The
Government there is in the hands of capable, honest, clean men.
They know more about the situation there and the wants and
needs of the people than we do. Let us stand by them unless
we are morally sure they are making a serious mistake. They
are simply doing what Congress said they should do when it
passed the organic act in 1902, and they are making a magnifi-
cent success of it.

I should like to have the time to make some reference to
Havemeyer and those associated with him in the purchase of
the San Jose land. There has been no sale of land in the
islands in violation of law either in letter or spirit. Have-
meyer has not been outlawed. He is a young man 23 or 24
vears of age. His misfortune perhaps was in the selection of
a progenitor. The name Havemeyer is a bugaboo. If you want
to stampede a bunch of politicians who are looking for re-
election bring out the old scarecrow labeled “ Rockefeller” or
“ Havemeyer ” and the explosion will be instantaneous. I have
no doubt that young Havemeyer could buy land in any State in
the Union.

The charge that the American Sugar Refining Co., commonly
known as the Sugar Trust, is interested in the purchase of
the San Jose estate in the Philippines is absolutely unfounded.
That estate contains about 56,000 acres in the wilds of the island
of Mindoro. It was unoccupied and unimproved. The Philip-
pine Government had to buy that land in order to get the lands
that were occupied by tenants under the friars and which were
the source of trouble. The fruth is that the interests of the
Sogar Trust are against the development of sugar production
in the Philippines. The beet-sugar industries in this country,
and particularly those in Colorado, Utah, and Idaho, have bit-
terly opposed every proposition to admit sugar into this country
from the Philippine Islands free of duty. They sent an agent
to the islands several years ago to investigate conditions there
with a view of determining the resourcés of those islands that
might be adapted to sugar production. That agent reported
that while the islands were fertile and could be made to produce
large quantities of sugar that under the erude and archaie
methods used there was no probability of any considerable
quantity of sugar being produced there for many years to come.

When the Payne tariff bill was up for consideration, the beet-
sugar interests agreed to withdraw their opposition to the bill,
if the guantity of sugar to be imported from the Philippines
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should be limited to 300,000 tons a year. The bill went through,
with that provision, without opposition from the beet-sugar
men. When that bill became a law, a New York syndicate,
headed by Horace Havemeyer, purchased the San Jose land,
with the view of establishing a sugar plantation and a modern
sugar mill thereon. Then the beet-sugar interest started sen-
sational stories thronghout the country and in the Philippines,
to the effect that the Sugar Trust was intending to exploit the
public lands in the islands and warned the people here and in
the islands against the approaching danger.

That movement was started by the beet-sugar people, princi-
pally for the purpose of preventing the development of sugar
production in the Philippines by modern methods, and thereby
keeping out of our markets any considerable quantity of sugar
that might come in free of duty. It was a scheme on their part
to frighten the people and to cause Congress to amend the law
so as to prohibit the production of sugar in the islands by
successful methods. The Sugar Trust had no interest whatever
in the San Jose property, either present or prospective. Horace
Havemeyer, who was a member of the syndicate, was a di-
rector of the Sugar Trust at the time they made the purchase,
and the board of directors protested against his investment in
the Philippines and compelled him to resign as a director of the
trust, which he did, and he gave up all the stock he owned in
that institution.

The Sugar Trust owns a large if not a controlling share of
the stock in the beet-sugar factories in the States of Colorado,
Utah, and Idaho and it was to the interest of those concerns
to keep Philippine sugar out of this country, so instead of the

- Sugar Trust attempting to exploit the Philippine Islands for
its own selfish uses, it has permitted the use of its name as a
fclnrecrow to stifle the development of sugar production in the
slands.

* The agent of the beet-sugar interests who investigated con-
ditions in the archipelago, was present and attended all of the
hearings during the investigation of the public-land question
by the last Congress. Those interests sent out sensational
storles to the people of the Philippines to the effect that the
. big monopolies of the United States were getting ready to
absorb all of the public lands in the island and to reduce the
people to a condition of peonage and serfdom, and if they suc-
ceeded it would forever prevent the political independence of the
islands. Politicians and fomenters of enmity against the Ameri-
can administration in the Philippines, used those sensational
but groundless statements for the purpose of exciting feeling
in the minds of the natives against the United States. The
fact is the Philippine Archipelago is being exploited by politi-
cians here and there to advance their own selfish ambitions.

They are willing to excite feelings of bitterness and hostility

in the minds of the simple Filipinos against this country, if
they can advance their own political interests by so doing.

This whole problem may be summed up in a few words. The
natives in the islands were involved in a very bitter contro-
versy with certain religious orders known as the friars. This
Government concluded that it was best to buy the lands owned
by the friars and sell them to the tenants, so as to avoid conflict
and bloodshed. The organic law conferred authority upon the
Philippine Government to purchase the lands. That Govern-
ment bought the lands for $7,000,000 and issued bonds to pay
for them. The law required that tenants be given the prefer-
ence in the purchase of their own holdings. About one half the
lands were occupied by tenants and the other half was unoccu-
pied. Seventy per cent in value and 60 per cent in area of the
friar lands have been sold. Every foot that has been sold
g0 far has brought the full cost price to the Government plus the
accerued interest and the cost of administration. Five million
dollars of the $7,000,000 of bonds issued for the purchase of the
lands have been provided, leaving $2,000,000 yet to be paid by
the people of the islands, There are about 125,000 acres of the
land yet unsold. If the Government of the Philippines shall
be let alone, within a comparatively short time it will have dis-
posed of every acre of the friar land at cost, and that debt
will be entirely wiped out of existence and the people of the
islands will be relieved of the burden of bearing it.

It was the intention of Congress that those lands should be
sold for money enough to pay the bonds that were issued for
the purchase of the lands. The unoccupied lands can not be
sold for the cost price, excepting by selling them in tracts to
sult purchasers. This was the intention in making the law,
and it has been the policy of the Philippine Government in re-
lation to those lands ever since. Every officer who is charged
with the responsibility of administration in the archipelago
gfp;ses any change in the organic law respecting the friar

nds. i

Everyone familiar with conditions in the Philippines is of the
opinion that it would be good policy to encourage the estab-

lishment of several modern sugar mills and plantations in the
islands on the theory that it would aid in the industrial devei-
opment of the archipelago and that it would instill a spirit
of industrial enterprise in the inhabitants, Of the unoccupied
friar lands, 200,000 acres could be devoted to sugar production
on a modern scale to great advantage to the people. There are
60,000,000 acres of public lands in the archipelago, most of
which are open to homestead entries on easy terms. Two
hundred thousand acres devoted to the production of sugar
would be less tkan cne-third of 1 per cent of the public lands.
There could be no exploitation of the lands and no oppression of
the natives of the islands under a policy of that kind.

President Taft, while he was governor of the islands and
while he was Secretary of War, repeatedly declared that he
was opposed to applying all the lands in the archipelago to
sugar production, but he always insisted that it would be good
policy to have a number of modern sugar mills and plantations
in the islands. Two hundred thousand acres of land devoted
to sugar out of sixty million acres devoted to other products is a
very modest proportion. The tendency would be to promote
industrial development and increase the opportunity for labor
and incidentally to increase wages, Wages have already more
than doubled since the Americans have occupied the islands.
The only part of the friar lands that is to be devoted to sugar
production is the San Jose tract. A sugar mill on that land has
already been constructed and is ready for operation. There is
no doubt that it will be a great benefit to the people of the
islands. The sale of the balance of the friar lands, in ac-
cordance with the organic law and the policy of the govern-
ment thereunder, will relieve the people of the payment of the
bonds yet unprovided for.

Every consideration of wisdom and prudence protests against
a change of the law under which such satisfactory progress has
been made,

Mr, MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr, Speaker, I offer the amend-
ment which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add, on page 2, in line 21, after the word * holdings,” the following:

“Provided, ser, That 1
S oo IR vt s

Mr., JONES. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
this amendment is not germane.

Mr., MORSE of Wisconsin, I desire to be heard briefly on
the point of order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, the amendment
says:-

rovided, however, That dividual
mtfl:e thand2,h5%08$cres of thgge llrzllm;sl. ALSIATDS pdriitied 2o aeqalze

The bill provides for the disposition of certain lands, the
lands purchased by the friars, and this applies to these lands
which are described in the same paragraph,

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I am not entirely sure that I
understand just what is sought to be accomplished by this
amendment. It would seem from the wording of the amend-
ment that the proposition of the gentleman is that no indi-
vidual shall be permitted to acquire more than 2,500 acres of
the undisposed of friar lands. But I understand the purpose of
the gentleman to be, although I doubt if his amendment would
accomplish that purpose, that no individual shall acquire more
than 2,500 acres of these lands from anybody; that no indi-
vidual shall acquire more than 2,500 acres of the friar lands
that may have already been sold by the Government to indi-
viduals. To illustrate, some 70 per cent of the 388,000 acres
have already been sold, and the purpose of this amendment
is to prevent any individual from acquiring more than 2,500
acres of those lands. Is not this the purpose of the gentleman
from Wisconsin?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Yes; of the friar lands.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman admits this to be the purpose
of his amendment. If the amendment provided that nobody
could acquire more than 2,500 acres of friar lands from the
Government, then it would be germane, but if its meaning is
that nobody shall be permitted to acquire more than 2,500
acres of friar lands now owned by individuals, then it clearly
is not germane. Some eight thousand and odd parcels of the
friar lands have been sold to Filipinos, and those Filipinos
under the law, after occupying them five years, can sell them
to anybody. This amendment is intended to deprive these Fili-
pinos.of this right.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will suggest to the gentleman
from Virginia that the effect of the amendment is one thing
and whether it is germane is another.

Mr. JONES. I am stating the effect in order to show that the
amendment is not germane. As I said in the beginning, I was
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somewhat in doubt when the amendment was offered whether
it was intended to apply only to the undisposed of friar lands,
but the gentleman offering it frankly avows that his purpose in
doing so is to prevent any individual from holding in excess
of 2,500 acres of friar lands, no matter from whom acquired.

If it would accomplish this purpose it is, in my opinion, not
germane- to the subject matter of the bill.

The amendment is not intended to apply only to the 125,000
acres which the Government owns. It would be competent for
Congress to say that these lands should not be disposed of in
excess of 2,500 acres to any one individual, but, in my opinion,
it is not competent for Congress, even if the amendment were
germane, to say that land held in private ownership shall not
be sold in exeess of 2,500 acres. This4vould be in contravention
of the treaty of Paris, I think.

But, as I have said, the amendment is not germane, because
this bill, which it proposes to amend, simply seeks to limit the
sale of the undisposed-of friar lands. This amendment is a
very sweeping one. It not only provides that the Government
shall not sell in excess of 2,500 acres to any individual, but that
no individual can acquire from any other individual any part of
the two hundred and sixty thousand and odd acres now held in
private ownership, and therefore it is not germane.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask the gentleman this ques-
tion: Does he or not think that if the Legislature of Missouri
or Virginia or any other State came to the conclusion that it
was dangerous for a citizen to own more than 160 acres of land
in that State, it would be competent for the legislature to limit
the amount that any individual could hold?

Mr. JONES. Such a law would not be constitutional in any
of the States that have constitutions with which I am at all
familiar. There may be States where such legislative action
would be constitutional, but it has never been attempted in any
State in the Union, so far as I know. Of course, it is competent
to limit what a eorporation may hold, because a corporation is
a creature of the State. The State ean say that a corporation
engaged in the banking business shall only hold enough land
upon which to build a banking house; or that one engaged in
agriculture shall only own so many acres. But that is not the
question here. I think, Mr. Speaker, that even 4f the Chair
were to hold the amendment germane, and it should be adopted.
it could not be carried into effect. I do not think Congress can
.Jimit the land holdings of an individual. It ean, of course, limit
the amount of land that an individual ean purchase from the
Government. I contend that this amendment is not germane,
because it deals with a subject not embraced in this bill. It
deals with the subject of private ownership of lands not ac-
quired from the Government but from individuals. Therefore
it is not germane o this bill

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, if T may be allowed a sugges-
tion, the language of this amendment as it is presented cer-
tainly would operate only in futuro; it could not operate as to
Jands already sold, beeause lands already sold could not be ac-
quired. This language applies only to the lands that are to be
disposed of. Under the terms of the act as it now stands with
the amendment that has been already accepted, the Philippine
Legislature can dispose of these lands as it may desire. The
gentleman now offers an amendment that not more than 2,500
acres can be acquired by any one individual. That places a
limitation upon the act under consideration, and certainlyrmust
be germane. It seems to me there can be no question abont its
being germane to the bill that we have under consideration.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, just one word more. My remarks
were predicated, of course, upon the statement of the gentle-
man offering the amendment. I asked him if his amendment
applied equally to friar lands held in private ownership and
those owned by the Government. The gentleman who has just
spoken takes a different view from the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Morse], who seems now to have changed his mind
on the subject. I suggest fo him that if he wishes his amend-
ment to apply only to undisposed-of friar lands, he should
change it so as to make his meaning clear. When one gentle-
man places one construction upon the amendment and another
gentleman places a different one upon it, I must accept the con-
struction of the gentleman offering it.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr, Speaker, I did not know
that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Joxes] was a mind
reader——

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask the gentleman a ques-
tion. Does this amendment mean that nobody shall aecquire
more than 2,500 acres of the unsold friar lands or that by no
means whatsoever shall he acquire more than 2,500 acres of the
friar lands which have been sold or may be sold?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. My idea was that I could not
limit the acquisition and make it germane to this bill unless it
applied only to the unsold friar lands,

The SPEAKER. Then why not make the amendment say so?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin, I think it does. It refers to
* these lands.”

The SPEAKER. Let me read the language of the amend-
ment :

Provided, however, That no individual shall be permitted to acquire
more than 2,500 acres of these lands.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. That refers to the lands being
disposed of under this bill

The SPEAKER. If Members of Congress run afoul of each
other about the meaning of this amendment, what is the reason
that the court might not be somewhat confused about it, espe-
cially if the court consisted of more than one judge? A propo-
gition that may be made clear ought to be made clear.

Mr. JONES. It could easily be made clear by making it
refer to the lands unsold or undisposed of.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, let me call the
attention of the Chair to this fact, that when the original law
was passed, called the organic law, there was a provision which
prevented a corporation from acquiring from any source more
than 2,500 acres of land. I believe that was a wise provision
and should attach also to an individual, but I recognize the fact
that we are legislating only for these unsold friar lands, and
with them in view I offered this amendment. It is not as exten-
sive as I would like to have it, but I believe it is in order here.
I believe it is germane, and I believe it is good legislation.

As to the reading, if the Chair thinks it would make the
meaning clearer, I would be very glad to add the word “unsold,”
or have it refer to the unsold portion of these lands.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment as it
would read with the words inserted.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 2, In line 21, after the word “ hol " insert:

“Pmc ed, however, That no individual shall pemltted to acquire
more than 2,600 acres of the unsold portion of these lands.”

The SPEAKER. With those words inserted, the Chair will
overrule the point of order made by the gentleman from Vir-
ginia.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I shal] have to oppose this amend-
ment, and I now ask unanimous consent that all debate upon
the amendment be limited to 20 minutes,

Mr. MORSB of Wisconsin. Mr., Speaker, I shall have no
objection to that, providing I can have 10 minutes of that time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani-
mous consent that debate on this amendment be limited to 20
minutes, he to control one half of that time and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Morse] the other half. Is there objec-
tion? ;

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
would like fo inquire whether this is going to be the last
amendment, or if the gentleman from Virginia intends to move
the previous question after the disposition of this amendment,
s0 as to have a vote upon the bill to-night?

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I give notice that I desire to
move the previens guestion after we dispose of this matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and the gentleman from Wisconsin is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I think everybody
in this House by this time understands the meaning of this
amendment. When we passed the organic act we provided that
no corporation should acquire from any source—the Govern-
ment or anyone else—more than 2,500 acres of land, and we
did it to establish an agrarian policy there, the idea being that
there was danger in large ownerships of land. Now, I realize
the fact that even 2,600 acres is too large. I recognize the fact
that 2,500 acres is too large an amount of agricultural lands.
Understand, this does not apply to grazing lands, because these
are agricultural lands almost exclusively. Now, the fact is
that the law which limited the amount to 2,500 acres to a cor-
poration was evaded, or if the law was not evaded, under the
construction of the law which the gentleman from Indiana puts
upon it and which the Attorney General put upon it, larger
amounts than that were sold, nearly 60,000 acres going into one
ownership. It seems fo me that it is valueless to limit the
amount of land that a corporation may hold to 2.500 acres
when you permit the individual members of a eorporation—
the officers and stockholders—to acquire land in any amount
that they may desire to acquire as individuals, because by so
doing you defeat the very objeet of the act itself. T will, if T
am given permission to extend my remarks, place in the REcorp
the original aet, known as the organic act, which limits the
amount of land.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Yes; for a short guestion,
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Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Is it the gentleman's idea
that the amendment which he proposes would prevent the acqui-
gition of more than 2,500 acres of land by individuals after the
Government of the Philippines had parted with the land?

* Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Yes; that is the intention.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I would suggest to him, in
my opinion it would not reach that. It is simply a limitation
of the giving of land by the Government to occupants of this
remaining territory.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. The gentleman’s opinion and
mine are at variance on that subject. I hope the gentleman is
not right.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I would like to ask the gen-
tleman alsgo ig it the gentleman’s idea that this provision would
prevent corporations from acquiring more than 2,500 acres of
these remaining lands?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. The provisions of the organic
act prevent that. Now, if the gentleman from South Dakota
understands in the first part of this bill we are enacting
to-day we put all the friar lands in the same category as the
other public lands, and the other public lands can not be sold
to corporations. No kind of corporation anywhere in the
islands can acquire from the Government or from private
sources more than 2,500 acres of land. That is the organic act.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I suggest to the gentleman
I believe that his amendment, confining that language to an
individual, would probably be interpreted as not including cor-
porations as to the remaining lands.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. We have taken care of corpora-
tions under that. The general law of the islands—the constitu-
tion of the islands—takes care of the corporations. Now, noman,
it seems to me, can object to this legislation on the ground that
the amount is too small. The idea of a large number of owner-
ships, the idea of homesteads, the idea of every man owning a
piece of land and having a house over his head, a place he can
call his own, will be carried out to a larger extent under a law
which limits the holding of land to a reasonable amount than
a law which permits the accumulation of a large amount of
land by individuals or by a corporafion. The gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Joxes], I suppose, will urge that under our
treaty with Spain we have not the power to do this. I have
read the treaty most carefully, and when he reads the treaty
I want the membership of the House to pay attention to that
treaty, because I do not believe it possible to read into that
treaty anywhere any words which affect the disposition or the
control or ownership of land. That is a power that is inherent
in every sovereign.

The State, the Nation, has the right by virtue of its sov-
ereignty to protect itself and so frame its land policy, its
agrarian policy, that it may prevent this thing which we have
tried to prevent by the introduction of this bill, and in doing
that we do that which the British Empire is endeavoring to do.
In Ireland they are carrying out that same provision which
was done only a few decades ago in Germany, and our States,
many of them, have enacted laws to prevent corporations from
acquiring more than a certain number of acres of land. These
laws have been upheld not by virtue of the fact that the cor-
porations had to get a charter but by virtue of the fact that
the State had the right to protect itself on account of the powers
that are inherent within a sovereign State, and I do not be-
lieve there can be a single question of constitutionality raised
against this provision.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr., Raxer). Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. With pleasure.

Mr. REES. Suppose a man had 2000 acres of land and
ghould acquire through inheritance a thousand acres more?
While I can see your position might be to the advantage of
the Government, it does not seem to go far enough. There
ought to be some other provision to take care of the cases of
that kind.

Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. I am inclined to think that the
provision which would compel them within a reasonable time
to sell might properly be added. I am inclined to think under
a provision which, in the case of a foreclosure of a mortgage
or in case of an inheritance, in those cases where the amount
of land a man may acquire reached an amount greater than
2,500 acres, he would be required to sell the excess over that
amount.

Mr, REES. Would it not be necessary to have such a propo-
gition ingrafted?

. Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin. Possibly not in the act itself.
Possibly in the administration of the act.

Mr, Speanker, T reserve the balance of my time. ‘T ask unani-
mous consent, however, first to extend my remarks in the
Recorp by inserting parts of the organic act.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Mogrse] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the
Recorp by inserting parts of the organic act. Is there objec-
tion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. The gentle-
man reserves the balance of his time, which is one minute.

Mr, JONES. Mr. Speaker, I am inclined to think that the
interpretation which the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr.
MAaRrTIN] places upon this amendment is the correct one. As
a matter of fact, in my own mind there is no doubt upon that
subject. But assuming that the gentleman from South Dakota
is wrong and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Morse] is
right, then there are two objections which I have to this amend-
ment. The first objection is this: This bill, as has been said
over and over again during this discussion, seeks to apply the
limitations of section 15 to section 65. I have always believed
that those limitations now apply, but the object of this bill is to
make it clear, and therefore the measure under discussion substi-
tutes for the words “ subject to the limitations and conditions
in this act” the words:

Under the same limitations and restrictions as are provided for in
Es]sll{:nﬁgt for the holding, sale, conveyance, or lease of publie lands in said

If this bill is passed, therefore, without amendment, it will
make it clear that an individual ean not purchase in excess of
40 acres of friar lands. This proposed amendment would be in
conflict with that provision of the bill, and what would be the
effect of its adoption I am not prepared to say. The bill would
then contain a provision saying no individual could purchase
friar lands in excess of 40 acres and another placing the limit
at 2,500 acres. For that reason I am opposed to it. But my
main objection fo the amendment is that it seeks to limit the
area of the land which one Filipino may purchase of another
Filipino for all time to come if the land had ever been a part
of the friar lands.

For instance, a citizen of the Philippines who happens to own
2,499 neres of land can never buy from another Filipino 2 acres
of land if these 2 acres were ever a part of the friar lands. I
do not believe this House will ever indorse such an unjust
proposition as this. If this amendment is adopted, a citizen of
the Philippines desiring to purchase lands which would increase
his holdings beyond 2,500 acres, a hundred years hence, would
be obliged to find out whether those lands were ever a part of
the friar lands. If they had ever been a part of those lands, he
could not purchase them legally. I am opposed therefore to the
principle embodied in this bill. It is an infringement of indi-
vidual rights. Congress has the right to say as to publie lands
that they shall only be sold to individuals in certain quantities.
It can say this of the friar lands or any other Government-
owned lands, but I doubt if it can =ay the same as to lands
held in private ownership. It certainly should not so say. The
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Morsg], if he owned 10,000
acres of land in the Philippines, could say that he would not
sell more than 50 acres to one individual, but I doubt if Con-
gress has the power to say that for him.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I quite agree with the gen-
tleman; but he rather answers what the gentleman from Wis-
consin wishes in the amendment rather than what is in there.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman from Wisconsin not only wishes
it, but he believes it.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Now, this provision refers
to the land in actual occupancy there. The limitation would not
refer to any individual in these other lands. In the judgment
of the gentleman, ought they not to have a limitation in the
lands of the Government as to the actual occupants of those
lands?

Mr. JONES. Well, in my opinion the law now provides—
and this bill does not seek to change it—that there shall be
no limitation upon the holdings of actual occupants.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. It seems to be so inter-
preted, but should there not be a limitation upon that?

Mr. JONES. I think that a Filipino who is in actual oecu-
pancy of, say, 250 acres of land, which may have been occu-
pied by his ancestors for a hundred years, and who is actually
cultivating it, should be permitted to purchase if. I would not
put any restrictions upon him. As a practical question, how-
ever, no limitation is necessary. I think no Filipino is now
occupying any considerable quantity of the undisposed-of friar
lands. I am opposed to the policy which the gentleman from
Wisconsin wishes to establish by his amendment. I do mnot
believe it has been adopted by any ecivilized people on the
globe. Whatever may be the effect of the treaty of Paris,
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Congress should not attempt to impose the policy which this
amendment is supposed to embody in the Philippines. The
laws of Congress do not prohibit the buying of any number of
acres of land in the District of Columbia, and I know of no
State in the Union which puts a limitation on the land which
an individual can acquire. The United States has for a hun-
dred or more years placed the limitation of 160 acres upon a
homestead entry. Congress can do this as to the public domain,

Mr. BUTLER. Let us have a vote.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a vote.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Morsge] has one minute.

Mr. JONES. I move the previous question on the amendment.

Mr. MANN. Will not the gentleman move the previous gues-
tion on the bill—on both?

Mr. JONES. There are no other amendments pending. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous gquestion. on the bill and amend-
ments to final passage.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr, Jom;s]
moves the previous question on the bill and the amendments to
final passage.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. OLMSTED. I understand if that motion prevails I shall
have the opportunity to make a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The motion to recommit is in order when
we get to the proper place.

The previous question was ordered. .

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Mogrseg].

The guestion was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a th:rd time,
and was read the third time.

Mr. OLMSTED. I desire to make a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend for a moment.
The substitute of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN]
was pending, with a point of order against it.

Mr., JONES. I understood, Mr. Speaker, that the gentleman
from Colorado withdrew it.

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that the gentleman
from Colorado was going to withdraw it, but, as a matter of
fact, he never did withdraw it.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I left the substitute pending, I
will say, Mr. Speaker, just to give me the opportunity for a
moment, if I am in order——

The SPEAKER. The previous question has been ordered, and
that would cut off debate; but the Chair had forgotten about
that, and if the gentleman does not withdraw it, of course the
House will have to vote on it, provided the point of order is
decided in favor of the substitute,

Mr. MANN. I ask unanimous consent to set aside the vote by
which the bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unanimous
consent to set aside the vote by which the bill was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Now does the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
MarTIiN] withdraw his substitute, or does he want a vote on it?

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I will ask the gen-
tleman from Penusylvania if he will be so kind as to indicate
the character of his motion to recommit. - What I may do with
reference to this substitute may depend somewhat upon the
character of his motion.

The SPEAKER. Of course, this is proceeding by unanimous
congent.

Mr. OLMSTED. If permitted, I will say that my motion to
recommit will be with instructions to report back the bill with
an amendment at the end of it providing:

But nothing herein contained shall be construed to increase the
amount of land which any corporation may hold.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman’s
motion does not shed very much light on my situation.

Mr. OLMSTED. That was not the purpose of it.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I left my substitute pending in
order to give me an opportunity, if I so desired, to say some-
thing with reference to the amendment of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. OrmsteEp], which I think the House very
mistakenly incorporated in the bill last Wednesday, permitting
the Philippine Legislature to repeal or wipe out the limitations
which this act seeks to impose upon the friar lands. In my
Judgment, Mr. Speaker, this House could, by two small amend-
ments to the pending bill, absolutely wipe all of the Philippine

XLVIII—410

lands from the statute books. One of these amendments was
incorporated in the bill by agreement with the committee last
Wednesday, and the other was overwhelmingly defeated by the
House a litfle while ago—the amendment of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania to permit citizens of the United States to acquire
lands in the Philippine Islands.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, this matter was quite fully d!s-
cussed the other day.

Mr, BUTLER. And has been voted on.

Mr. MANN. And we have just ordered the previous guestion.
I am not willing to stay here to have it discussed again after
three days spent on the bill.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. MANN] can not feel half as reluctant as I do to
consume a moment of the time of this House on this proposition;
but I would like to have leave to say this, because I propose
to make a motion to recommit, if I may, even if required to
offer it as a substitute to the motion of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania : That I believe if the amendment adopted by the
House last Wednesday had been discussed like the amendment
offered by the gentleman to-day, it would have been more over-
whelmingly defeated than the amendment of the gentleman was
defeated in this House not more than an hour ago, and I be-
lieve further, gentlemen, we ought in some proper manner to
eliminate that amendment from this bill before it passes this
House and is transmitted to the Senate. And I submit, what-
ever the parliamentary rights of the situation may be, it is not
fair to this House, it is not fair to the interests involved, that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLusTteEp] should be per-
mitted to take advantage of the parliamentary situation and
prevent another vote upon his amendment. If that amendment
had been adopted in the Committee of the Whole, the opposition
to it could simply call for a separate vote upon it.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman could have reachcd
the matter at any time to-day without any trouble. It is too
late to do it now. I ask for the regular order.

The SPEAKER. The regular order is the vote on the sub-
stitute of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr, Speaker, the Chair has not
decided the substitute out of order, and I have not been called
to order yet as not discussing the point of order against the
substitute.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN]
calls for the regular order, which is equivalent to an objection.
This matter was proceeding by unanimous consent, and that is
the only way in which it could possibly be debated, and he calls
for the regular order, which ends the debate.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr, Speaker, the point of order I now make
against the gentleman’s amendment which I did make the other
day—

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado., What is the gentleman’s point of
order?

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, the question before the House is
my motion.

Mr. MANN. No; it is not.

The SPEAKER. No; the question before the House is the
point of order of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Ora-
sTED]. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. OLMSTED. My point of order is that the sunbstitute
amendment of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN] re-
lates to the public lands and every other kind of lands. The
pending bill relates only to the friar lands, section 64. The
gentleman's amendment relates to section 15 of the act, and not
only relates to all kinds of lands but provides a system of
escheats, an entirely different subject, and provides for penal
offenses upon subjects totally different from the pending bill,
and is therefore not germane thereto,

Mr. Speaker, the rule is that no motion or proposition on a
subject different from that under consideration shall be ad-
mitted under the color of amendment.

This bill is founded exclusively on section 65, which section
relates only to lands in express terms on the face of it, lands
purchased under the preceding section, which is the sixty-fourth
section—purchased by the Philippine Government from pri-
vate parties. New, section 15, which the gentleman’s amend-
ment proposes to amend, does not relate to these lands at all
but to the lands purchased by the Government of the United
States from the Crown of Spain. It is an entirely different
matter.

The SPEAKER. As I understand the gentleman, this bill is
confined entirely to the friar lands?

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes; to lands purchased under section 064,
commonly called the friar lands. Section 15 relates exclusively
to public lands acquired from the Crown of Spain.
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. The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Colorado desire to
be heard on the point of order?

l-(Lilr. ed.JONE& Mr. Speaker, the previous question has been
order

The SPEAKER. But a point of order is always debatable if
the Chair desires to hear gentlemen.

Mr. JONES. After the previous guestion is ordered?

The SPEAKER. A point of order is a point of order after
the previous question is ordered as it is before.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I think I could
return the compliment against the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, for he has offered an amendment that corporations shall
not be affected by the pending bill, not only in respect to the
friar lands, but the public domain and lands in private owner-
ship—all kinds of lands in the Philippine Islands. 8o, in effect
at least, the proposition embodied by the gentleman from Penn-
g]ll\;]:.nla in his motion to recommit is not confined alone to friar

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state itf.

Mr. COOPER. Does the motion of the gentleman from Colo-
rado relate to the amendment adopted a week ago?

Mr. JONES. No; it is on a different subject.

The SPEAKER. The Chair's understanding was that it was
to be offered as a substitute for the bill

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Will the Chair permit me just for
a moment?

Mr. Speaker, I believe my substitute is germane to the sub-
ject matter of the bill, because the bill in terms incorporates the
friar lands into the public domain of the Philippine Islands.
My substitute not only declares the limitations upon the land in
the public domain to apply to the friar lands, but provides for
an escheat back to the Philippine Government in all cases in
which the limitations have been exceeded. Now, it would be
a very small matter to change this amendment and offer it to
section 65. I submit that the very character of the pending
bill incorporating these lands into the public domain, so that the
public-land limitations will apply without so stating on the
face of the bill, makes the substitute germane.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will take judicial notice of the
fact that from the very beginning of our occupancy of the
Philippine Islands the Crown lands have been considered as one
thing and the friar lands as another; and the rules and regula-
tions touching the Crown lands are different from the rules and
regulations touching the friar lands. This bill, which has been
discussed for three days, has reference entirely to the friar
Jands. The substitute offered by the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. MarTIN] not only affects the friar lands but it affects the
Crown lands and every other sort of land that we own over
there, if we own any; it also provides for an elaborate system
of escheat, a subject that this bill has nothing in the world to
do with. It also makes certain acts crimes, and provides pen-
alties for the same, Therefore the substitute of the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. MarrTin] is ruled out and the point of
order made by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Orar-
sTED] is sustained.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary in-

uiry.
! The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Am I in order to offer a substi-
tute to section 657

The SPEAKER. The previous question has been ordered and
the amendment is ouf of order. The question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to he engrossed and read a third time,
and was read the third time.

Mr., OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following motion
to recommit with instructions, which I send to the desk and ask
to have read. i

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers a
moti?tr} to recommit with instroctions, which the Clerk will
Tepo

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OLMsTED moves to recommit the bill H. R, 17766 to the Com-
mittee on Insular Affairs, with instrunctions to re the bill back to
tuﬁg Eg;:g: _torthwith. with an amendment, adding at the end of the bill

“ But nothing herein contained shall be construed to increase the
amount of friar lands which any corporation may hold.”

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I make the point
of order against the motion to recommit that that is already the
éxisting law in the Philippines, which fact the genileman well
knows. No one knows better than he that section 65 prevents
the acquisition by a corporation of more than 2,500 acres of
this land.

The gentleman knows the sales already made of these lands
have been made under the guise of sales to'individuals. If

there was any one proposition contended for by the War
Department, contended for by a majority of the Committee on
Insular Affairs, contended for by the gentleman himself through-
out the investigation of the sale of these friar lands, it was that
this was a sale to an individual and not to a corporation, be-
cause they well understood that section 65 of the organic act
protected these lands and all other agricultural lands, whether
friar lands or public lands or private lands, from acquisition
by a corporation to an amount in excess of 2,500 acres.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask the gentleman frem
Colorado if the only point he makes against the motion to
recommit is that it reenacts existing law?

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, in my judgment
this alleged motion to recommit is nothing more than a subter-
fuge. The gentleman has already altered it since he has read
it to me for my information, by seeking to confine it to the friar
Jands. As the gentleman read that motion to recommit a few
moments ago, it was not confined to any kind of lands.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, the question results in this,
whether a motion to recommit can resolve itself into a mere
sham to take the place of a genuine motion to recommit.
This is made by the gentleman from Pennsylvania, in my opiv-
ion, to prevent a motion to recommit to strike out the amend-
ment which was adopted the other day, which never ought to
have been adopted.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer] and all parties concerned that a motion
to recommit, the previous question having been ordered, is
amendable, but is not debatable,

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a
substitute for the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKHR. The Chair will entertain a substitute pro-
vided it is germane to the bill. The Chair overrules the point
of order made by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN]
that the motion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania is out of
order because it reenacts existing law. If that were true it
might be a superfluous performance, but there is no parlia-
mentary rule against reenacting all of the statutes. The Clerk
will report the substitute for the motion to recommit offered by
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN].

The Clerk read as follows:

That the bill be recommitted with instructions to report the bill back
forthwith, with an amendment striking out the following in-

tserteﬂ as an amendment after the word “ Islands,” on page 6,
o wit:
*Unless the mne Government shall hereafter provide otherwise
‘é{a :tppropriata 1 ation either generally or as to any specific tract or
s.ll .
Mr, MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, on that I move the
previous question.

Mr. OLMSTED, Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that the motion to recommit offered by the gentleman from
Colorado attempts indirectly to do what could not be done di-
rectly by the House—in other words, to strike out an amend-
ment alrendy adopted, upon which there are several authorities
if the Chair cares to hear them. It has been ruled over and
over again by various Speakers and Chairmen, that what has
once been put into a bill by the House can not, either directly
or indirectly, be taken out again.

Mr. HILL. Mr, Speaker, a parlinmentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I make it in order to broaden my
information on the subject. As I understand the.rule, after
the bill has been engrossed and read a third time but one mo-
tion to recommit can be made.

The SPEAKER. That is true.

Mr. HILL. And if this substitute is offered it is indirectly
making two motions to recommit.

The SPEAKER. It has been decided over and over again by
Speaker Carlisle, Speaker Crisp, and I suppose all the rest of
the Speakers, that a motion to recommit either with or without
{nstructions is amendable, and of course that embraces a substi-
tute, for a substitute is a species of amendment. In fact, it
was ruled squarely once that it did embrace a substitute. Of
course this condition attaches to it, that the matter in the sub-
stitute must be germane, that it would have been germane or
in order as an amendment when the bill was pending.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that there is a
very easy parliamentary way out of the difficulty. In the first
place, the gentleman for two days might have moved fo recon-
sider the vote by which the amendment was adopted.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. But the gentleman voted against
the amendment and had no right to move a reconsideration.

Mr. MANN. It was adopted on a roll call. It was easy
enough to get somebody to move to reconsider the vote. In
the second place, I do not think the gentleman's substitute is
germane to the motion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania to
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recommit, but I do believe it would be germane to move to re-
commit the bill with instructions to strike out all after the word
“that” and insert the following; that is, insert the original bill.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I offer the amend-
ment suggested by the parliamentary luminary from Illinois.

[Applause.]

Mr., OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that two substitutes can not be in order at the same time.

- Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I am offering the original bill as
a substitute, with instructions that the original bill be reported
hiaek forthwith, and on that motion I move the previous ques-
tion.

Mr, OLMSTED. I make the point of order that two substi-
tutes are not in order at the same time.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. And I withdraw my first sub-
stitute.

Mr. OLMSTED. I object to its withdrawal,

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I offer the original
bill—

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado withdraws
his first substitute—

Mr. OLMSTED. I object to its withdrawal ;

The SPEAKER (continuing). And offers the original bill
He has a right to withdraw his original substitute.

Mr. MANN. I understand the gentleman offers instructions
to report the amendment by striking out all after the word
“that” and insert the following?

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Certainly. [Laughter.]

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, a parlinmentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. OLMSTED. Is the gentleman from Colorado entitled to
withdraw an amendment or a substitute against which a point
of order is pending? Can he withdraw it without unanimous
consent?

The SPEAKER. He has as much right to withdraw that as
any Member has to withdraw an amendment he has offered in
the House.

Mr. OLMSTED. But can any Member withdraw it except by
unanimous consent?

The SPEAKER. He can in the House, but he would have to
have unanimous consent in the Committee of the Whole or in
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre-
vious guestion on my motion.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will entertain that in a mo-
ment——
~Mr. OLMSTED. I desire to be understood——

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman suspend for just a
momant?

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I do not want to lose my right
to object to the amendment as not being germane to my motion
to recommit and that it is otherwise out of order to strike out
of a bill that which the House has put in. I do not want to
lose that opportunity.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will not lose the opportunity.
The gentleman from Colorado moves the previous question on
his substitute, which the Clerk will report. 3

The Clerk read as follows: e

Strike ont all after the enacting clause in the original bill and insert
the following:

“Be it enacted, ete., That section 65 of an act entitled ‘An act tem-
porarily to provide for the administration of the affairs of civil gov-
ernment in the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes,” be amended
so as to read as follows:

“8ge. 66. That all lands that have been or may hereafter be ac-
quired by virtue of the preceding section shall constitute a ?lart and

rtion of the public domain of the Government of the Philippine
slands, and shall be held, sold, and conveyed, or leased temporarily,
under the same limitations and restrictions as are provided in this act
for the holding, sale, conveyance, or lease of the public lands in said
islands : Provided, That all deferred payments and the interest thereon
shall be payable in money preseribed for the payment nfrprl.ncipal and
interest of the bonds authorized to be issued in payment for said lands
by the preceding section, and said deferred payments shall bear interest
at the rate borne by the bonds. All moneys realized or received from
sales or other disposition of said lands, or by reason thereof, shall con-
stitute a trust fund for the payment of principal and interest of said
bonds, and also constitute a sinking fund for the payment of said bonds
at their maturity. Actual settlers and occupants at the time said lands
are acquired by the Government shall have the preference over all
others to lease, purchase, or acguire their actual holdings within such
reasonable time as may be determined by said Government, without re-
gard to the extent of their said holdings.'”

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
that is not germane to my motion to recommit or to the amend-
ment contained in my motion, and, furthermore, it is an attempt
to do indirectly what the House can not do directly, and that

.is simply to eliminate an amendment which the House has
already voted into the bill.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I take it that the amendment of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is germane to the bill if the

bill is germane to the amendment. [Laughter.] I recollect in
this House on one occasion when the House after consideration
of a long bill in the Committee of the Whole House, where
various amendments were adopted, that the gentleman in charge
of the bill when it came back to the House offered an amend-
ment striking out all after the word *that” and presenting to
the House again whether it would pass the bill with amend-
ments inserted in the committee or whether it would pass it
without the amendments inserted in the committee. Now, the
House has a right to vote upon the proposition to pass this bill
with an amendment that has been inserted or to vote to pass
it in the form of the bill as it came in the House without the
amendment it inserted. That gives the House the latitude of
determining—in fact, the very purpose of the motion to recom-
mit, in the first place, was to permit the gentleman in charge
of the bill, where an amendment had been inserted or some error
had crept into the bill, himself to move to recommit with in-
structions in order that the error might be corrected or the
amendment be eliminated.

And since my service in this House of Representatives, until
the rules of the Sixty-first Congress were adopted, it was the
practice of every Speaker to give to the gentleman in charge
of a bill prior recognition, if he asked for it, on the motion to
recommit, because the original purpose of that motion was to
permit the gentleman to correct the bill. Now, here is a sitva-
tion where the House, having gotten beyond the point where a
change ean be made in the bill except by unanimous consgent
or a motion to recommit, and the House desiring to correct a
mistake in the bill, the motion to recommit comes in for the very
purpose of permitting the House to vote as it desires to vote.
[Applause.]

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say a word regard-
ing the point of order made by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vanda [Mr, Ormstep]. It seems to me we ought not to forget
that there is a right recognized, as the Chair very well stated
recently in a very notable case, of precedence on the part of
a member of a committee to make this motion to recommit.
That has been made by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OrmsTED], who has been recognized by the Chair.

Now, if it shall be allowed that another Member of the House
can, by an entirely different motion to recommit, offering it
as an amendment or as a substitute, have it take the place of
the one already offered by the gentleman who had the right of
precedence, it deprives the latter of that right. And I desire to
make this suggestion to the Chair by way of illustration. In
the case recently before the House, where the Chair recog-
nized the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MApDEN] as entitled to
the right of precedence to make the motion to recommit, one.
motion only being allowed, would it have been proper for the
genfleman from Illinois [Mr. Maxn] to have moved to offer
his motion as a substitute and to have the right to a vote of
the Housge on his motion to recommit?

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr. MANN. The “ gentleman from Illincis” would not only
have had the right himself to do it, which wounld have been
exercised to offer a substitute for the motion of my colleague
from Illinois [Mr. MaAppEN], if my colleague had not moved the
previous question and if the House on roll call had not adopted
the previous question. We tried to defeat the previous ques-
tion, for which I think the gentleman [Mr. Towxer] voted, in
order that I might offer a substitute for the motion to re-
commit.

Mr. TOWNER. But has not the previous question been
ordered here?

Mr. MANN. Not on the motion to recommit. :

Mr. TOWNER. Very well. That not being the condition, let
me make this suggestion: If that be true, then there is no pos-
sible benefit to be derived by any gentleman having the right
of precedence to make a motion to recommit.

Mr. MANN. It permits, in any case, a roll call.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on my motion.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will rule on this question.

Mr, OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I would like to be heard.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman, al-
though——

Mr. OLMSTED. That being the case, I do not care to be
heard. [Laughter.] However, if the Chair is inclined the other
way, I would like to be heard.

The SPEAKER, The Chair is very much ineclined the other
way.

ﬁr. OLMSTED. Then I would like to be heard. In the first
place, Mr. Speaker, this bill in the very concluding words of it,
as it now stands, permits the actual settlers to acquire their
actual holdings without regard to the extent of their said hold-
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ings, and my very proper amendment, which I insert in that
motion to recommit, provides that that shall not be construed to
give corporations any aunthority to hold more than they are now
authorized by law to do.

Now, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ManN] very wittily
says that if an amendment is germane to a bill the whole bill
is germane to the amendment, That is perfectly absurd, Mr.
Speaker, as any man may readily see. Suppose you have an
appropriation bill here with 200 sections in it. If an amend-
ment is germane to one section of the bill, is the whole bill
germane to that amendment? Never in the world. It is per-
fectly ridiculous. Here is an amendment of mine which is lim-
ited strietly to the holdings by actual occupants and settlers,
provided, if they happen te be a corporation they can not hold
more than the law now provides as to a corporation. It is a
perfectly legitimate provision, and no sham, notwithstanding
what the gentleman has said. The proposed substitute covers
a whole lot of other things that are in the bill now, but that
does not make them germane to my amendment with reference
to corporations.

And I want to call attention to some authorities. I find in
the Manual, at page 382, a motion to recommit. 3

The SPEAKER. What page?

Mr. OLMSTED. Page 382. The motion, after the motion to
recommit—
may be amended, as by adding instructions—

And so forth—

it not in or tructions an that might
Eglt: be i;rop{:ntsed dirgglt.lgo aa? ﬁp%e%nl;’ﬁ. ything s o

Now, does anybody contend that it would have been proper
at any time to-day for the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
MarTIN] or any other gentleman to rise in his place and move
to strike out the amendment that was put in a week ago to-day?
That is all that his motion to recommit does.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask the gentleman from
Pennsylvania a question. Suppose the House or the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union inadvertently
included in a bill a proposition that it is not willing to stand
for, but is in favor of all the rest of that bill. Has the House
no remedy except to go on and either vote for or agninst the
bill unchanged? '

Mr. OLMSTED. The House has no remedy except under the
rules. There was no inadvertence about it in this case. It was
on a yea-and-nay vote that that amendment was put in by a
majority of three to one. Under the rule on that day or on
the succeeding day a motion to reconsider would have been
in order. But after that there is no way by which that can

~be got out of the bill except by unanimous consent or by de-
feating the bill.

Those are the precedents, uncontradicted for a century. It
is not in order fo propose by way of a motion to commit with
instructions anything that could not be proposed in the House
as an amendment to the bill.

Now; there are rulings by Speaker Carlisle, by Speaker Cobb,
and by Speaker Reed to the effect that anything that has once
been put into a bill by a vote of the House can not be taken out
of it. You can add te if, but you can not take it out. The
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Maxx], I am sure, must be
familiar with those precedents. I have read them all during
the day. If the Chair overrules this point of order, he will
overrule a line of precedents set by all his predecessors from
the foundation of the Government. You can not take this
amendment out of the bill without violating the rules and the
precedents. This proposed motion to recommit takes nothing
out of the bill and proposes no change in it except to eliminate
that amendment.

Now, I just happen to have here—

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask the gentleman another
guestion. Was the gentleman here on the day at the ex-
traordinary session of this Congress when we had up the pub-
licity bill, so called, and there was a large membership of the
House in attendance, and it was a very hot fight, and the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. JAcxsoN] offered an amendment,
which was adopted, and a few minutes afterwards the chair-
man of the committee having the matter in charge moved to
recommit, with instructions to the committee to report it back
forthwith, leaving out the Jackson amendment? Nobody raised

any objection to it; the committee did immediately report it

back without the Jackson amendment, and the House voted on
roll call to sustain that action.

Mr. OLMSTED. That was all right. There was no point
of order made. Furthermore, it was on the same day on which

the amendment was adopted, and it amounted practically to a |

reconsideration, which can be made on that day or on the suc-
ceeding day, but it can never be made again. That is what this
amounts to.

Now, here is a ruling of Speaker Crisp on a motion to recom-
mit with instroctions: 2

The Chalr is of the opinion that i -
rection that which muldpnut be 1.111-9::t.]‘i:|ri sdt?:?: ;‘ﬁﬁe}fﬁg tr?otd?:otgp;:gt
for the House to direct the committee to do something which the com-
::;l:lg[f;e: itself conld not do by reason of a rule restricting it from smeh

That is by Speaker Crisp. If I had the time, I could cite half
a dozen rulings to that effect.

The SPEAKER. What is that?

Mr. OLMSTED. That is section 5533 in the fifth volume of
Hinds' Precedents. The motion was made by Mr. De Armond,
of Missouri, to recommit with instructions.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I think the rule laid down by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OrmsTED] is absolutely cor-
rect, and you can not offer a motion to recommit to insert any-
thing that would not have been in order as an amendment.
That is too well settled to controvert. But here was a propo-
sition where the House in the consideration of a bill inserted
an amendment in the original texi of the bill. It was quite
in order in the House at any time to have moved to strike ont
that portion of the text including the amendment and to have
inserted in lleu thereof something else. It was guite in order,
as was done in this case, for the gentleman to offer his substi-
tute, which is an amendment, after the entire consideration of
the bill, except the substitute, has been concluded. Now, the
substitute Is a mere amendment. We had presented to us—ruled
out of order because it was not germane, but still with the right
to offer it—a substitute amendment to this bill, and the sdobsti-
tue amendment might have been precisely the same amendment
now proposed on the motion to recommit. The rule is—

An amendment in the nature of a substitute may be proposed before

amendments to the original text have been acted on, but ma
voted on until such amendments have been disposed 'o%: 3 it

The SPEAKER. Where is the gentleman reading?
Mr. MANN. T am reading from the Manual, page 397, sec-
tion 805—
When a bill is considered bf’ sections or
8

in the nature of a substitute
amendment is concluded.

You can offer a motion in the way of a substitute when the
first section or paragraph is read. You can offer it during the
consideration of the bill and have it pending, or you can wait
until the House or the Committee of the Whole has concluded
the perfecting of the original text of the bill and then offer a
substitute, which is an amendment. Now, that is all the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MarTiN] has done. He now pro-
poses an amendment, which is, in fact, a substitute for the bill
and, being an amendment, would have been in order as an
amendment, and, being in order as a amendment, is in order as
a substitute. [Applause.]

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I am personally indifferent as
to the fate of the amendment which was voted into the bill by
the House. I voted for the amendment proposed by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania because I saw no objection to it; but
upon the parliamentary situation, it seems to me that as a com-
mon-sense proposition the -gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
OrmstED] is correct. I have not the precedents at hand. The
amendment 6f the gentleman from Pennsylvania was put into
the bill not by the vote of the committee, but by the vote of the
House, if T remember correctly, upon a roll call. It represented
the deliberate judgment of the House, presumably. It would
have been in order, if any gentleman who voted for that amend-
ment had changed his mind, to move to reconsider, and that
would have been the regular and orderly way in which to pro-
ceed. But now we have what amounts to practically a motion
to reconsider by a gentleman who voted against that amend-
ment. It is a motion for a new trial, not under the rule of
reconsideration, but by one who stood then as he stands now,
after the deliberate judgment of the House has once been taken
on a roll call upon the amendment. . When is there to be an end
to these propositions? Had it been in committee the situation
would have been different, I concede; but the judgment of the
House having been once taken, is not the submission of the
motion to recommit simply giving to ‘the gentleman the right
to move to reconsider when he would not have had it under the
regular rules of the House. I submit that to the consideration
of the Speaker. It seems fo me the common-sense reasoning
of the proposition lies with the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. OLMSTED].

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr, Speaker, may I call the attention of
the Chair. to another authority? I had a whole list of them
here, but some one has disarranged my papers. But I will call
attention to seetion 5531 in the fifth volume of Hinds' Prece-
dents. The previous question had been demanded on the pas-
sage of a bill. A motion was made to recommit the bill with

graphs an amendment
properly offered after the reading for
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instructions to report the Senate bill for which this substitute
had been adopted.

Mr. William M. Springer, of Illinois, made the point of order
that the Senate bill was the text that the House had stricken
out, and it was not in order fo direct the committee to report
that which the House had just rejected.

The Speaker, Mr. John G. Carlisle, sustained the point of
order and held that it was not in order to move the recommit-
ment of a bill with instructions to report matter which would
not be in order if offered as an amendment in the House; that
is to say, it would not be in order because the House had passed
on it already. The House had just voted to strike out the text
of the Senate bill and insert a new proposition, and it was not,
therefore, in order to do directly by way of recommitment that
which could not be done directly by way of amendment.

That covers both my propositions.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask the gentleman what he
has fo say about the statement made by the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Maxx], that during the consideration of this bill,
at any stage of it, it would have been competent to have moved
to strike out any language in the bill, including this very amend-
ment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, which was put in
the bill.

Mr. OLMSTED. It is possible that some amendment of that
kind might have been found, but this is not that amendment,
This does not strike out anything but my amendment.

Mr. MANN. The Speaker does not know that.

Mr. OLMSTED. The Speaker does know it, because it ap-
pears from the reading of the amendment and the bill. If they
proposed to strike out something else which my amendment per-
fected, that might be in order, but they do not propese to touch
anything but my amendment, and that can not be done under
the rules and precedents of this House,

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves thaf
the House do now adjourn. A

Mr. GARRETT. I will withhold the motion for a moment.

Mr, MANN. Alr. Speaker, I call the attention of the Chair to
Jefferson’s Manual, page 244, where, in reference to amend-
ments, it is provided:

After A Is inserted, however, it may be moved to strike out a portion
of the original paragmgs comprehending A, provided the coherence to
be struck out be so su ntial as to make this effectively a different
proposition, for then it is resolved into the common case of striking
out a paragraph after amending it.

Then there is a citation there that may be in the gentleman’s
favor.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves that
the House do now adjourn.

The question was taken, and Mr, GareErT and Mr. OLMSTED
demanded a division,

The House divided.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, pending the announcement of the
vote, the previous question having been ordered on the bill, if
the House adjourned, would it not come up to-morrow as un-
finished business? 3

The SPEAKER. No; it would come up next Wednesday, the
previous gquestion having been ordered.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. SLAYDEN. This bill having occupied three days, will it
come up on next Wednesday?

The SPEAKER. It will come up next Wednesday as un-
finished business, the previous question having been ordered.
The Chair would like to state that this is an' exceedingly im-
portant question to be ruled on, and as far as the Chair knows
it has not been raised for years, and the Chair hesitates a good
deal about making an offhand ruling on a guestion that involves
a fundamental proceeding of the House. On this vote the yeas
are 53 and the noes are 44. The yeas have it, and the motion

to adjourn is agreed to.
ADJOURNMENT.

Accordingly the House (at 6 o'clock and § minutes p. m.)
adc{onﬁned until to-morrow, Thursday, May 16, 1912, at 11
o'clock a. m.

EXTCUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, pursuant
to House resolution No. 398, statement showing the various
buildings, etc., also the present water supply and its condition

at the posts mentioned in said resolution for abandonment
(H. Doc. No. 759) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs and
ordered to be printed.

2. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting copy pf a communication from the Secretary of the
Interior submitting estimate of appropriation for resurvey of
land in Nebraska (H. Doc. No. 756) : to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

3. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting copy of a communication from the Secretary of War
submitting estimate of deficiency in appropriation for * Sub-
sistence of the Army ” for the current fiscal year (H. Doc. No.
l'i:'g;?); to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from eommittees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. BARTHOLDT, from the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
to which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 100)
anthorizing the President to instruct representatives of the
Uni_ted States to next International Peace Conference to €express
desire of p‘rnited States that nations shall not attempt to increase
their territory by conquest, and to endeavor to secure a declara-
tion to that effect from the conference, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 705), which said bill
and report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. GARNER, from the Committee on Foreign Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 21479) appropriating money
to enable the President to propose and invite foreign Govern-
ments fo participate in an international eonference to promote
an international inquiry into the causes of the high cost of liv-
ing throughout the world, and to enable the United States to
participate in said conference, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 711), which said bill
and réport were referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union. :

Mr. ADATR, from the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 16319) to extend and
widen Western Avenue NW., in the District of Columbia, re-
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 712), which said bill and report were referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the TUnion.

Mr. RAKER, from the Committee on the Public Lands. to
which was referred the bill (8. 5428) to amend section 1 of an
act entitled “An act to provide for an enlarged homestead,” ap-
proved February 19, 1909, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 713), which said bill and report _
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, from the Committee on the Publie
Lands, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 22090) to subject
the lands in the former Fort Niobrara Military Reservation and
other lands in Nebraska to homestead entry, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 719), which
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. PADGETT, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 3850) to promote efficiency and
economy in the administration of the Navy Department, re-
ported the same with amendments, accompanied by a report
(No. 715), which said bill and report were referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill (8. 290) to authorize the appointment of dental surgeons
in the United States Navy, reéported the same with amendments,
accompanied by a report (No. 716), which said bill and report
were referred to the Commiitee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union. f

Mr. GREGG of Texas, from the Committee on Naval Affairs,
to which was referred the bill (8. 1724) to amend section 14 of
“An act to promote the administration of justice in the Navy,”
approved February 16, 1909, and to provide for the destruction
of records of deck courts in the United States Navy, reported the
same without amendment accompanied by a report (No. T14),
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. KOPP, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (H. R, 23832) to amend section 1440 of
the Revised Statutes of the United States, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. T17), which said
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HOWARD, from the Committee on Labor, to which was
referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 202) in reference to the
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employment of enlisted men in competition with local civilians,
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. T18), which said bill and report were referred to the
House Calendar.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clanse 2 of Rule XXII, the Comimittee on Pensions was
discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 24214)
granting a pension to Mrs. William L. Beverly, and the same
was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 24561) for the transfer of the
military reservation of Fort Thomas, Ky., to the Navy Depart-
ment; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HILL: A bill (H. R. 24562) to place fresh meats on
the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FERGUSSON: A bill (H. R. 24563) to amend section
3 of an act entitled “An act to provide for the allotment of land
in severalty,” ete., approved February 8, 1901; to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. BATHRICK: A bill (H. R. 24564) for the purchase
of a site and the erection thereon of a public building at Akron,
Ohio; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. PADGETT: A bill (H. R. 24565) making appropria-
tions for the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1913, and for other purposes; to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

By Mr. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 24566) to appropriate
875,000 for the survey and resurvey of public lands in the State
of Arizona; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. NELSON: A bill (H. R. 24567) to provide for the
erection of a Federal building at Madison, Wis.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. !

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 24568) to refund the cotton tax
realized to the Government under the various acts of Congress;
to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 24601) providing for a na-
tional military reserve; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GARRETT: Resolution (H. Res. 540) authorizing
the appointment of a committee to investigate the Mississippi
River levees and defining its duties, efe.; to the Committee on
Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BORLAND: A bill (H. R. 24569) to correct the mili-
tary record of Orvis P. Smith; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. BOWMAN: A bill (H. R. 24570) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Richardson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 24571) granting an increase
of pension to Adaline Townsend ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24572) granting an increase of pension to
Philena H. Miles; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 24573) granting
an increase of pension to Margaret Berg; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARLIN: A bill (H. RR. 24574) granting an increase
of pension to Jacob Zimmerman; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24575) for the relief of the estate of John
1. Shackelford; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CRAGO: A bill (H. R. 24576) to correct the mili-
tary record of Joseph R. Berg; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. FOSTER: A bill (H. R. 24577) granting an increase
of pension to Edward Furrow; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. FRANCIS: A bill (H. R. 24578) granting a pension
to Isaac Gossett; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24579) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Fryman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
© By Mr. HAMILTON of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 24580)
_granting a pension to.John W. Alexander; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24581) granting a pension to Olie A.
Linscott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24582) granting an increase of pension to
James T. Piggott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24583) granting an increase of pension to
Alice M. McCoy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LANGLEY : A bill (H. R. 24584) granting an increase
of pension to Mary H. Atkinson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LITTLETON: A bill (H. R. 24585) providing for the
adjudication of claim of Elizabeth J. Graham by the Court of
Claims; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McKENZIE: A bill (H. R. 24586) granting an in-
crease of pension to Samuel 8. Epla; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions,

By Mr. MATTHEWS: A bill (H. R. 24587) granting an in-
crease of pension to Samuel W. Smith; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MURRAY : A bill (H. R. 24588) granting a pension
ttlj Christine M. Dogherty; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons,

By Mr. POST: A bill (H. R. 24580) granting an increase of
pension to Peter N. Hardman; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. i

Also, a bill (H. R, 24500) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of George F. Johnson; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. POWERS: A bill (H. R. 24591) granting an incrense
of pension to Pinckney D. Compton; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24592) granting an increase of pension to
Elijah Bullock; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 24593) for the relief of the heirs of
William Britton, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. RUBEY : A bill (H. R. 24594) granting an increase of
pension to Frankln A. Minor; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 24595) granting a pension
to Henry H. Hill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24596) granting an increase of pension to
Michael C. Bratton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 24597) for the relief of Mildred
J. Bray; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: A bill (H. R. 24598) for the relief
of Jesus Silva, jr.; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. STANLEY : A bill (H. R. 24599) for the relief of the
%atate of David O. Conn, deceased; to the Committee on War

laims.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 24600) for the
relief of the widow and heirs of James R. Veale, deceased; to
the Committee on Claims,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BOWMAN: Petition of the National Association of
Talking Machine Jobbers, Pittsburgh, Pa., opposing any change
in present patent laws that may affeet price maintenance; to
the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. BRADLEY : Resolutions of the Patrictic Order of
Sons of America, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill for
literacy test, ete., for immigrants; to the Committee on Immi-
gration and Naturalization.

By Mr. BUTLER (by request): Resolutions of L. L. L.
Dunn Lodge, No. 222, Independent Order B'rith Sholom, of
Chester City, Pa., against passage of the Dillingham and other
bills containing educational test for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: Papers to accompany bill
granting increase of pension to Albert Butler; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany bill granting a pension to Sarah
E. Coleman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany House bill 24534, granting an in-
crease of pension to Julius Kloehn; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. CARLIN: Papers to accompany bill for the relief of
the estate of John L. Shackelford; to the Committee on War
Claims.

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of W. J. Holliday & Co., Indian-
apolis, Ind., protesting against passage of House bill 16844,
relative to having the manufacturers’ brands on all goods sold;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of William H. Calder, Springville, N. Y., pro-
testing against any change in the patent law that would affect
the maintaining of resale prices; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of Mrs. J. B. Beck, Taunton, Mass., favoring
passage of House bill 17222; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Conimerce. :
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Also, petition of Wisner Manufaeturing Co., New York, N. Y.,
favoring passage of the 1-cent letter rate; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ELLERBE: Petition of citizens of the cities of Flor-
ence, Darlington, and Hartsville, State of South Carolina, favor-
ing passage of bill to regulate express rates and express classi-
fications; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. ESCH: Resolution of the Patriotic Order Sons of
America, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill, for literacy
test, ete,, for immigrants; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

Also, petition of Order Unifed American Mechanics of the
State of New York, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill
(8. 3175), containing educational test for immigrants; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. FOSS: Petition of the Association of Jewish Women
of Chicago, Ill., against passage of the Dillingham and other
bills eontaining educational test for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, resolution of the Patriotic Order Sons of America,
favoring passage of the Dillingham bill, containing literacy test,
ete., for immigrants; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Junior Order United American Mechanics
of the State of New York, favoring passage of the Dillingham
bill (8. 3175) eontaining literacy test; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. FOSTER : Petition of eitizens of Texico, I1l., favoring
enactment of a parcel post; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Isaac N. Roberts, of Rockton,
1., favoring passage of House bill 1339, to increase pensions of
soldiers of Civil War who lost an arm or leg; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of the Patriotic Order Sons of America, favoring
passage of the Dillingham bill (8. 3175), relating to educational
test for immigrants; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Excelsior Bible elass of Epworth Metho-
dist Episcopal Chureh, of Rockford, Ill., favoring passage of the
Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. GALLAGHER : Petition of foreign soeieties of Chi-
cago, Ill., protesting against passage of House bill 22527, eon-
taining literacy test for immigrants; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petition of the Patri-
otic Order Sons of America, favoring passage of House bill
22527, containing literacy test for immigrants; to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. GRIEST : Resolution of the official board of Bethany

United Evangelical Church, of Lancaster, Pa., favoring passage
of House joint resolution 163, prohibiting sale, manufacturing
for sale, and importation for sale of all beverages containing
alcohol ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
- By Mr. HANNA: Petition of the Patriotic Order Sons of
America, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill for literacy
test, ete., for immigrants; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Also, petition of John Dimvoochi, of Bottineau, N. Dak., fa-
voring passage of House bill 16843, to increase the efficiency of
?gﬂjﬂmy veterinary service; to the Committee on Military

rs.

Also, petition of citizens of North Dakota, against passage
of the Lever antifuture trading bill, relative to the marketing
of grain; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petitions of Pride of New
Britain Lodge, No. 544, Independent Order B'rith Abraham,
New Britain, Conn.; New Britain City Lodge, United States
Grand Lodge Independent Order B'rith Abraham, New Britain,
Conn.; and Dreifuss Lodge, No. 28, Independent Order B'rith
Sholom, Hartford, Conn., protesting against passage of House
bill 22527, containing literacy test for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. -

By Mr. HILL: Petition of the Young Men's Hebhrew Associa-
tion of Bridgeport, Conn., and Bridgeport Lodge, No. 479,
United States Grand Lodge, Order B'rith Abraham, Bridgeport,
Conn., protesting against passage of House bill 22527, contain-
ing literacy test for immigrants; to the Committee on Immi-
gration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of Betsy Ross Couneil, No. 19, Daughters of
Liberty, of Bridgeport, Conn., favoring passage of House bill
22527, containing literacy test for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: Petition of Barnert Lodge,
No. 158, United States Grand Lodge, Order B'rith Abraham,
Paterson, N. J., protesting against passage of Dillingham bill
(8. 3175) containing literacy test for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. JACOWAY : Petition of J. W. L. Smith and 70 other
citizens of Faulkner and Pulaski Counties, Ark., favoring the
passage of the old-age pension bill; to the Committee on Pen-
sions. "

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE : Resolutions of the Socialist Party of
Spokane, Wash., against passage of Root amendment to immi«
gration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

Also, petition of Pend Oreille Grange, Newport, Wash.,
urging establishment of a postal express; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. ¢

Also, petition of eitizens of the State of Washington, favoring
passage of House bill 22339—anti-Taylor system bill—against
use of the stop watch in Government works; to the Committea
on the Judiciary. :

Also, petition of citizens of Havillah, Wash., against the
indictment of the editors of the Appeal to Reason at Leaven-
worth, Kans.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of citizens of the States of Washington and
Idaho, favoring passage of a sensible parcel-post system, etc.;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, resolutions of citizens of Waitsburg, Clarkston, Cash-
mere, Prescott, and Newport, State of Washington, favoring
passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the
Committee on the Judieiary.

By Mr. LANGLEY : Resolution of the Patriotic Order Sons
of America, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill and other
bills containing literacy test, ete., for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petitions of Wesley J. Knoggs, of Bay,
City, Mich.; William Riley and John Fraser, of Samsonville,
in favor «of House bill 1339 for increasing pension to Civil War
veterans who have lost a limb; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, petition of New York Milk Committee, New York, favor-
ing the continuance of the commission on efficiency for the Fed-
eral Government; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. MAHER: Resolution of the Patriotic Order Sons of
America, favoring passage of the Dillingham bill and other
bills containing literaey test, ete., for immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, memorial of the Polish National Alliance of Cleveland,
Ohio, protesting against the Roof amendment to the immigra-
tion bill relating to deportation of aliens, ete.; to the Commit-
tee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y., against passage
of the Oldfield bill to amend present patent laws; to the Com-
mittee on Patents, f

By Mr. McKINNEY : Resolutions of citizens of Moline, IIL;
against proposed changes in the patent laws; to the Committee
on Patents.

By Mr. MATTHEWS : Petition of Independent Order B'nal
B'rith, No. 609, protesting against passage of House bill 22527,
containing literacy test for immigrants; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. McHENRY : Resolution of Branch No. 1, Socialist
Party, Shamokin, Pa., against the adoption of the Root amend-
ment to the immigration bill, relative to the deportation of
aliens, ete.; tothe Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. McCALL: Petition of Henry W. Blair, president of
the National Anti-Third Term League of Washington, D. C,
praying for an amendment to the Constifution prohibiting a
third term to any person as President; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.

By Mr. McDEBRMOTT: Resolution of citizens of Chieago,
Ill., favoring circular No. 601, prohibiting the use of insignia
and garb of any denomination in the Indian public schools; to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. RAKER: Petition of citizens of California, favoring
congressional investigation of the prosecution of the editors of
the Appeal to Reason; to the Committee on the Judiciary. :

Also, petition of citizens of Califernia, favoring passage of
Berger old-age pension bill for deserving men and women over
65 years of age; to the Commitiee on Pensions.

By Mr. REILLY: Petition of citizens of Meriden, Conn,
favoring passage of House bill 22766 for prohibiting the use
of trading coupons ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Tiphereth Zion Lodge, No. 199, Independent
Order B'rith Abraham, of Ansonia, Conn.; New Haven Lodge,
No. 181, Independent Qrder B'rith Abraham, of New Haven,
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Conn.; and Knights of Israel, of New Haven, Conn., protesting
against passage of House bill 22527 containing literacy test for
i;nmigmnts; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

Also, petition of the Patriotic Order Sons of America, favoring
passage of House bill 22527 containing literacy test for immi-
grants; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of the New York Milk Committee,
New York, N. Y,, favoring continuance of the commission on
efficiency of the Federal Government; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

Also, petitions of Local No. 52, of the Lithuanian Socialist
Federation of America, New York, N. Y., and Romener Lodge,
No. 75, United States Grand Lodge, Order B’rith Abraham,
New York, N. Y., protesting against passage of the Dillingham
bill (8. 3175) containing literacy test for immigrants; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of the New York
Milk Committee, New York, N. Y., favoring the continuance of
the commission on efficiency for the Federal Government; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, petitions of Kings County Lodge, No. 45, and Dr. Theo-
dore Herzel Lodge, No. 107, Independent Order Ahawaz Israel,
Brooklyn, N. Y., protesting against passage of House bill 22527
containing literacy test for immigrants; to the Commiftee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of 16,000 trainmen of Pennsylvania, favoring
passage of the workmen's compensation bill; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of William Schaad and 245 other citizens of
New York, N. Y., favoring passage of the old-age pension bill;
to the Committee on Pensions.

SENATE.
Twaurspay, May 16, 1912.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

SAVINGS-BANK STATIONS (8. DOC. NO. 671).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
-tion from the Postmaster General, transmitting, in response to
a resolution of the 30th ultimo, a statement showing the number
of savings-bank stations established, the amount of deposits
received therein, the amount of withdrawals, the disposition
of money received and where it is at present held, ete., which,
with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented petitions of the congre
gations of the Sixth Christian Church, the Church of the Holy
Comforter, the Centenary Methodist Episcopal Church, the
Brotherhood of the Centenary Methodist Episcopal Church, thé
Home Missionary Society of the Centenary Methodist Episcopal
Church, the Sunday School of St. Andrew’s Methodist Episcopal
Church, the Bible School of the Sf. Andrew’s Methodist Epis-
copal Church, the St. Andrew’s Methodist Episcopal Church,
Northminster Presbyterian Church, Northminster Presbyterian
Bible School, Northminster Presbyterian Woman's Missionary
Society, and the Emmanuel Presbyterian Church, all of Phila-
delphia, and of the Presbyterian Christian Endeavor Society of
West Philadelphia, all in the State of Pennsylvania, praying for
the adoption of an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit
the manufacture, sale, and importation of intoxicating ligquors,
which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a memorial of the Atlantiec Coast Seamen's
Union, remonstrating against the adoption of the so-called
illiteracy test amendment to the immigration law, which was
ordered to lie on the table,

Mr. CULLOM presented a petition of the Southern Illinois
Millers’ Association, remonstrating against the passage of the
so-called eight-hour bill, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presenfed a memorial of the Commercial Association
of Elburn, Ill., and the memorial of George A. Scherer, of
Peoria, Ill, remonstrating against the establishment of a
parcel-post system, which were referred to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented petitions of the congregations of the Cen-
tennial Church, the State Street Baptist Church, the Epworth
Methodist Episcopal Church, and the Court Street Methodist
Church, all of Rockford, in the State of Illinois, praying for
the enactmenc of an interstate liguor law to prevent the nulli-
fication of State liquor laws by outside dealers, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of members of the Association
for the Prevention of Tuberculosis, of Peoria, Ill., praying for
the establishment of a department of public health, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. HITCHCOCK presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Lincoln and Omaha, in the State of Nebraska, praying for the
enactment of legislation to regulate the method of directing
the work of Government employees, which were referred to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. ASHURST. I present a telegram in the nature of a
petition favoring the Owen medical bill. The telegram is
short, and I ask that it lie on the table and be printed in the
RECOBD

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed is the Recorp, as follows:

PRESCOTT, ARIZ., May I5, 1912,
Hon. H. F. ASHURST,

United Ktates Senator, Washington, D. C.:

The Yavapal County Medieal Soclety heartily indorse the Owen bill
and urge you to use every honorable means to secure its passage.

C. E. Youxer, Secretary.

Mr. BRANDEGEE presented resolutions adopted by members
of the First New London Troop, Boy Scouts of America, of New
London, Conn., favoring the enactment of legislation to protect
the migratory wild fowl, which were referred to the Committee
on Forest Reservations and the Protection of Game.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Connecticut,
praying that an appropriation be made for the purchase of a
new site for a post office in New York City, N. X., which was
referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Mr. WETMORE presented petitions of members of the board
of health, and of the Humane Research Club, of Newport, R. L.,
praying for the enactment of legislation to regulate the inter-
state transportation of immature calves, which were referred to

;| the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr. LODGE presented a petition of members of the District
Medical Society, of Worcester, Mass., praying for the establish-
ment of a department of public health, which was ordered to lie
on the table.

Mr. O'GORMAN presented a petition of sundry citizens of
New York, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation pro-
viding for the construction of one of the proposed new battle-
ships in the Brooklyn Navy Yard, which was referred to the
Committee on Naval Affairs.

He also presented a petition of sundry members of the con-
gregation of Grace Church, Brooklyn Heights, N. Y., praying
for the enactment of legislation to provide medical and sanitary
relief for the natives of Alaska, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Territories.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the directors of the
Clothiers’ Association of New York, N. Y., favoring the enact-
ment of legislation providing for the removal of the present
post office and Federal courts building in that city, and for the
restoration of the site to the city, which were referred to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Mr. GALLINGER presented petitions of sundry citizens of the
District of Columbia, praying for the enactment of legislation to
maintain the present water rates in the District, which were
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Mr, BROWN presented resolutions adopted by the Nebraska
Association of Commercial Clubs, in convention at Hastings,
Nebr., favoring the adoption of a 1-cent letter postage, which
were referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. '

Mr. OLIVER presented a memorial of the Beaver Valley |
Business Men's Assoclation, of Beaver Falls, Pa., remonstrat-.
ing against the establishment of a parcel-post system, which
was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Ro’ads.f

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Erie, Pa.,'
praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the use of
trading coupons, which was referred to the Committee on'
Manufactures.

He also presented a memorial of the Chamber of C-ommerce
of York, Pa., remonstrating against the enactment of legisla-
tion proﬂdmg for the coinage of 3-cent pieces, which was re-
ferred to the Commitiee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerces1
of Philadelphia, Pa., praying for the adoption of a 1-cent letter,
postage, which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.

He also presented petitions of the McKean County Medical
Society, the Fayette County Medical Society, the Luzerne
County Medical Society, the Huntingdon County Medical So-,
ciety, the Lawrence County Medical Society, the Armstrong
County Medical Society, the Allegheny County Medical Society,
and the Erie County Medical Society; of the Ohio Valley
Academy of Medicine, of Bellevue; of the Academy of Medicine
of Latrobe; and of Wendell Rleber, of Philadelphia, all in the
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